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ABSTRACT 
UNDERSTANDING MAINSTREAMING THROUGH THE DEFINITIONS OF ALL 
PARTICIPANTS: A QUALITATIVE CASE STUDY 
September 1992 
JOYCE BUTLER LEARY, B.A. S.U.N.Y. at PURCHASE 
M.A., TEACHERS COLLEGE, COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Directed by: Associate Professor Mary Lynn Boscardin 
This study examined the definitions of mainstreaming 
handicapped students into the regular classroom by a 
variety of people involved in the process and within a 
single setting. Each participantfs definition of 
mainstreaming was gathered through a qualitative research 
design, including both interviews and observations. The 
people involved in this case study included the 
handicapped student, his parents, one peer, the Regular 
Education Teacher, the Special Education Teacher, the 
Guidance Counselor, the Assistant to the Director of Pupil 
Personnel Services, the Director of Pupil Personnel 
Services, the Assistant Principal, the Principal, and the 
f 
Superintendent. 
The reporting of the data began with a description of 
each participant. The interview and observation materials 
are presented first with regard to how the participants 
defined the terms "handicapped" and "mainstreaming." 
Results then move on to a presentation of the themes which 
were identified in the data. These themes included the 
topics of respect, support, and communication. These 
themes were noted both in the interviews and the 
observations. The assertions of these themes are then 
presented. They include empowerment, proactive 
education for the learner, and conflict management. After 
a secondary analysis of the data, the critical components 
of an effective mainstreaming program were identified. 
Also integral to the findings of this study was the 
value of the "whole," interpreted as important in two 
ways. One was the value of educating the whole child. 
All professional staff stressed the importance of 
nurturing the child's emotional growth as well as academic 
needs. The second valuable "whole" refers to the overall 
successful combination of roles that each participant 
represents and how all participants work well together 
within the group to represent the process. 
A positive tone prevailed throughout this case study. 
In comparison to the literature review, this study 
documented what IS important and what DOES work. Research 
has documented what is lacking. This study provides 
insightful information upon which others can reflect 
when analyzing personal experiences and attempting to 
program plan an effective mainstreaming program of one's 
own. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
The intent of Public Law 94-142, The Education for 
All Handicapped Children Act, is to require that education 
for all handicapped students occurs in the least 
restrictive environment and in a free appropriate 
educational setting (Gartner & Lipsky, 1987). One way of 
achieving these goals is to educate handicapped students 
in the regular classroom, a method often referred to as 
mainstreaming or integration (Education of the Handicapped 
Amendments of T.L. 101-457 (F1824.HR1013). 
This study examined how a variety of people involved 
in the process and within a single setting defined 
mainstreaming handicapped students into the regular 
classroom. How people define mainstreaming influences the 
actuality of its implementation, and their definitions 
directly influence the actions taken by all participants 
in the mainstreaming process. Adding to the complexity of 
the mainstreaming process are the continuous adaptions 
which occur in these definitions as they conform to each 
individual's ever-changing construction of reality. 
Mainstreaming and program placement for handicapped 
students should be determined by how the two meet the 
academic and social needs of the student (Boscardin, 
1987). The actual implementation of mainstreaming varies 
for the needs of each child and by the people involved in 
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the process. The regular education teacher, the special 
education teacher, the parents, the administrators, the 
peers, and the handicapped student all affect the way 
mainstreaming is designed and ultimately enacted. The 
determination to mainstream and the program developed to 
carry out this process are based on the ultimate goal of 
organizing and implementing a successful classroom 
experience. Many of these decisions are based on the 
definitions people have of mainstreaming. 
The process of mainstreaming is rarely clear cut. 
Decisions regarding time factors, curricular adaptations, 
support services, and other issues begin at the team 
meeting. The team consists of the parent(s), a regular 
educator, a special educator, an administrator, a social 
worker, a psychologist, and the student (if he/she is age 
appropriate to be included in such a meeting). It is 
then, theoretically, that the team's educational and 
philosophical definitions of mainstreaming are packaged 
and organized to address the needs of an individual 
student. Before the package, or Individualized 
Educational Plan CIEP) is developed, a series of 
negotiations take place (Hallahan &< Kauffman, 1978). 
If definitions agree, then the negotiations may be 
smoothly accomplished. If the definitions do not 
coincide, however, the negotiation toward a finalized 
educational program may be difficult. Although most 
3 
participants believe they have a clear concept of 
mainstreaming, the subtle personal factors which enter 
into its application result in a complex scenario for the 
education of the special education child. For example, 
four people may define four different'goals as the "best" 
program for the child at the team meeting. As a result, 
the meeting becomes focused on a negotiating process of 
determining one plan which will merge the agendas behind 
these four goals. 
The primary goal of this study was to describe the 
personal definitions of mainstreaming and handicapped 
constructed by all participants involved in a single case 
study. This was accomplished through a qualitative 
research design based on interviews and observations. The 
people who were involved in the mainstreaming study 
included the handicapped student and his parents, one 
regular education student, the Regular Education Teacher, 
the Special Education Teacher, the Guidance Counselor, and 
the Administrators (Superintendent, Principal, Assistant 
Principal, Director of Pupil Personnel Services, and the 
Assistant Director of Pupil Personnel Services). 
To allow for commonality between reader and writer, 
the following section provides clarifications of important 
terms to be used in this paper. Since the assumption 
cannot be made that similar interpretat ions are held, this 
should enable both writer and reader to communicate within 
a similar knowledge baseline. 
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Mainstreaming: Legally, the least restrictive 
environment, required by Public Law 94-142 (Hallahan, 
et al.,1978), can either be the regular education 
classroom, the special education classroom, or a 
combination thereof. The least restrictive 
environment can be described as one which provides 
the needed support system for the student's success, 
i.e., one that encourages and does not restrict 
growth. Mainstreaming, though never specifically 
quoted in the law, can be one method by which the 
requirements of PL 94-142 can be met. Mainstreaming 
is generally taken to mean the placement of the 
special education child into the regular education 
classroom, regardless of the time spent in the 
c1assroom. 
Reaular Education Teacher: The teacher of the 
students who are enrolled in the regular education 
classroom (Cohen, 1982). 
Special Education Teacher: This teacher may provide 
ideas and/or strategies for the regular education 
teacher who is working with the handicapped 
student(s); may refer the teacher to other resources; 
may demonstrate the use of such materials; and/or may 
work with the special education child. The special 
education teacher might work with the handicapped 
students in the classroom setting or in the resource 
room, either in small groups or individually 
(Hallahan, et al. , 1978; Idol-Maestas, 1983). 
There were five primary factors which made this study 
a critical and much needed next step in the research on 
mainstreaming. The strongest need for this research 
project was its inclusion of the handicapped student. 
Given an exhaustive examination of the 1iterature (Leary, 
1989), only two studies included the handicapped student's 
definition of mainstreaming (Johnson & Griffith, 1985; 
Warner, Thrapp, & Walsh, 1973). Because mainstreaming is 
an educational process specifically designed to meet the 
needs of the handicapped population, it is vital to 
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include the handicapped students in the data gathering 
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process. They are a key resource, holding valuable 
information from the c1ient's vantage point. 
The second strongest need for this project was its 
examination of multiple participants within a single 
study. Within a comprehensive literature review (Leary, 
1989), only one article was found to have examined a 
multiple population group, including the handicapped 
student, the regular education student, the parent, the 
administrator, the regular education teacher, and the 
special education teacher (Johnson et al., 1985). The 
majority of published articles document the meaning 
mainstreaming holds for the regular education teacher 
(Chorost, 1988; Harasymiw & Horne, 1975; Knoff, 1985; 
Siperstein & Bak, 1985). A few examine how the special 
education teacher (Glicking & Theobald, 1975; Knoff, 
1985), the administrator (Payne & Murray, 1974; Prillaman, 
1985), the parent (Meltzer, 1978), or the peer (Budoff & 
Siperstein, 1978; Rapier, Adelson, Carey, & Croke, 1972) 
view mainstreaming. 
This study addressed the importance of all 
participants' definitions of mainstreaming and how they 
were interdependent upon one another in their goal to 
create an effective mainstreaming program. The 
definitions given by one participant cannot be singled 
out, as all participants are closely involved with one 
another. Each participant is only one piece of the 
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puzzle. Without the support of one of these participants, 
the process can be impaired. The complexities of each 
person's perspective on mainstreaming and the complexities 
associated with the relationships among all participants 
affect how each person enacts his/her definitions and how 
he/she implements the process of mainstreaming. 
The third need this study met was to better understand 
the participant's stated definitions of mainstreaming and 
his/her behavioral patterns as some part of the 
mainstreaming setting. Research has primarily documented 
participant's attitudes about mainstreaming through 
quantitative methods (e.g., Likert Scales). This does not 
imply that the verbal statements made by respondents match 
their actual behavior patterns. For example, a regular 
education teacher may say that a special education child 
belongs in the classroom, yet not provide sufficient 
support to the child so that he/she is successfully 
mainstreamed. Is the curriculum adapted appropriately so 
that the student is able to be mainstreamed academically? 
Is the environment structured to allow for effective 
social integration? Is the special education child 
sitting with other students or alone? Is the special 
education child working cooperatively or separately? 
In order to better understand the participant's 
experiences in the mainstreamed setting as they were 
coupled with the stated definitions, a process oriented 
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approach of data collection through observation should be 
pursued. Observations of school related situations (e.g., 
the regular education classroom, recess, team meetings, 
etc.) will allow for the development of descriptions of 
many of the participant's experiences within the 
mainstreamed environment. 
A fourth element addressed the need to separate the 
study of attitudes from the study of how participants 
define the term "mainstreaming." The study of attitudes 
(their development and how they influence decisions, 
behaviors, and perceptions) is complex. The literature 
(and the following chapter) examines the attitudes people 
hold toward mainstreaming. Before considering the 
abstractions of how attitudes influence definitions, the 
definitions participants hold toward mainstreaming must 
first be understood. Implementing a concrete avenue of 
investigation provided the option to be more precise about 
the findings. 
This brings us to the final point, the methodological 
importance of a qualitative study. Empirical support for 
mainstreaming has been documented by the results of 
numerous efficacy studies comparing the academic, 
behavioral, and social performance of mildly handicapped 
students in regular and special classes (Bender, 1986; 
Budoff & Gottlieb, 1976; Dunn, 1968; Gans, 1987; Guerin & 
Szatlocky, 1974; Johnson, 1962; Kern & Pfaffle, 1962; and 
Mayer, 1966). The questions asked in this study, many of 
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which will begin with the word "How," only can be answered 
through a qualitative approach. The interview process 
enables the researcher to gather the participants' 
responses to these types of questions. It also allows the 
researcher to follow the lead of the interviewee, adapting 
questions to meet the needs of a comment or thought 
mentioned by the interviewee. Qualitative research also 
has its strength in creating an environment in which the 
interviewer can delve into a person's feelings, moving 
from superficial information to more specific and in-depth 
information as the interview unfolds. The give and take 
of the interview process allows the researcher to make 
inquiries in an attempt to understand the experiences of 
other people and to understand the meaning these 
participants make of their experiences. 
To summarize, this study combined a number of factors 
within four research questions. The first focused on 
understanding how the participants within one setting 
defined the terms "mainstreaming" and "handicapped." The 
second research question looked at the similarities and 
differences between the definitions held by the 
participants in their various roles within the team, with 
the interest of understanding how these various 
participants compliment/detract from one another. The 
word "define," in this case, meant the actual words 
participants used to describe the terms mainstreaming and 
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handicapped, and the behaviors they exhibited while in 
% 
their role in the mainstreaming setting. This was the 
third research question. The fourth research question 
identified this team's (which includes all adult 
participants of this case study) perspective regarding key 
components to mainstreaming. Interviews and observations 
were the tools used to gather information. By combining 
interviews with observations, the study was able to 
examine how these stated definitions coincided with the 
participant's behaviors in their respective roles with 
regard to mainstreaming. 
Significance of the Study 
The significance of this case study is that the 
researcher will attempt to capture the definitions of 
mainstreaming constructed by all participants within one 
setting. The data document personal life experiences and 
include both self-perceptions revealed during interviews 
and data collected through observations within the school 
setting. It is hoped that this project will enable 
researchers and educators to have a better understanding 
of the components in the mainstreaming process that may be 
valuable to its success. The findings of this study are 
expected to provide valuable information for educational 
programming, the team process, staff development, and/or 
parent training. 
CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Each Population’s Attitudes Toward Mainstreaming 
Much of the available research seeks to understand 
the effect mainstreaming has had on our society through 
the study of attitudes. The consistently documented 
attitudes regarding the social and educational aspects of 
the mainstreamed environment provide valuable information 
for professionals, students, and parents. An overall 
positive response toward mainstreaming appears throughout 
the 1 iterature for all populations (Abelson & Weiss, 1984; 
Chorost, 1988; Cohen, 1986; Dean & Nettles, 1987; Goupi1 & 
Brunet, 1984; Prillaman, 1984). 
The Regular Education Teacher 
Fifty percent of all studies completed on 
mainstreaming examined the regular education teacher 
(Leary, 1989). In the 1970Ts, when much of the focus of 
mainstreaming was on efficacy studies, many researchers 
reported that the success rate of mainstreaming may likely 
be related to teacher attitudes (Clark, 1976; Harasymiw & 
Horne, 1975; Williams & Algozzine, 1979). Because 
handicapped children were beginning to be mainstreamed 
into the regular classroom as a result of the 1975 passing 
of PL 94-142, even if for only a part of the school day, 
the attitudes of regular classroom teachers toward these 
children emerged as a primary concern. 
Teachers were found to be more accepting of students 
with physical impairments and learning disabilities than 
they were of students who were emotionally handicapped or 
retarded, often citing the concerns for the time taken 
away the classroom peers (Clark, 1976; Gans, 1985; 
Larrivee & Cook, 1979; Moore & Fine, 1978; Panda & Bartel, 
1972; Rapier et al., 1972; Safron & Safron, 1984; Shotel, 
Iano, S< McGettigan, 1972; Tringo, 1970; Williams & 
Algozzine, 1977). Yet, students with severe sensory 
impairments, e.g., blindness or deafness, raised concerns 
about successful integration (Wechsler, Suarez, S< 
McFadden, 1975). The remainder of the types of handicaps 
described for children, in rank order of acceptability, 
are those who are emotionally handicapped, those who are 
educable mentally retarded (EMR), and those who are 
trainable mentally retarded. Though Goupil et al., (1984) 
found that emotionally handicapped children were more 
accepted than children with serious learning disabilities, 
this may be due to the study's parameters. Students with 
more than a two-year academic delay were looked at 
separately from those with a delay of less than two years. 
Feldman and Alterman, (1985) found all teachers to 
feel that when a student is characterized as a discipline 
problem, i.e., "...subject to overt outbursts of 
frustration and the inability to adhere to school or 
classroom rules and regulations...", this child was 
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distinctly perceived as "...less welcome..." to the 
\ 
regular classroom setting. Teachers felt that all people 
involved in the process (administrators, teachers, and 
regular and special education pupils) would suffer "...ill 
effects..." by the situation. 
A thread constant throughout the review stressed the 
participants' expressed need for inservice workshops so 
that they might learn the methods and techniques for 
working with the special needs child (Aloia & Aloia, 1982; 
Atwood S< Oldham, 1985; Chorost, 1985; Feldman et al . , 
1985; Harasymiw et al., 1976; Johnson, 1986; Knoff, 1985; 
Leyser & Abrams, 1983; Leyser, Abrams, & Lipscomb, 1982; 
Reynolds, Marin-Reynolds, & Mark, 1982; Ringlaben & Price, 
1981; Shotel et al . , 1972; Williams et al., 1979). In 
order to be able to appropriately care for the special 
education child, regular education teachers also expressed 
the need for special materials (Atwood et al., 1985; 
Shotel et al., 1972). 
Also documented in the 1iterature was the expressed 
need for teachers to know they could rely on the necessary 
support personnel (Aloia et al., 1982; Chorost, 1988; 
Glicking et al., 1975; Knoff, 1985; Larrivee et al., 1979; 
Moore et al., 1978; Ringlaben et al., 1981; Shotel et al., 
1972; Stephens & Braun, 1980; Zigmond, Levin, & Laurie, 
1985) and the district's support (Gullotta, 1974; 
Harasymiw et al., 1976). It has been shown that this 
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support system was not often felt by the regular education 
teacher (Larrivee et al . , 1979; Williams et al., 1979). 
Prevalent in the literature was the regular education 
teachers' concern over the amount of time needed to work 
with the handicapped population and, consequently, the 
time taken away from the regular student (Atwood et al., 
1985; Chorost, 1985; Goupi1 et al., 1984; Knoff, 1985; 
Williams et al., 1979; Zigmond et al., 1985). 
Another finding revealed the teachers' attitudes of 
his/her degree of success with the special needs 
student(s) as it positively correlated with his/her 
openness to accepting the handicapped child (Clark, 1976; 
Feldman et al., 1985; Shotel et al., 1972). 
A common finding which was raised in the readings was 
that the professional had stereotypic attitudes toward 
children with various handicaps. Brodwin and Gartner 
(1978) raised the concern that teachers lacking experience 
with the handicapped believed many stereotypes and 
misconceptions about the disabled individual (e.g., 
disabled people should not expect to lead a normal life). 
The authors point out that the teachers' profession and 
their role is to share information. This often gives 
teachers a captive audience, enabling them to communicate 
this misleading information. These authors recommended 
that teachers be especially careful of sharing their own 
value systems, differentiating opinion from fact. The 
14 
issue of preconceived notions was also raised in the 
\ 
Gottlieb and Corman (1975) article, in which 21 percent of 
the sample held the stereotypic concept that most 
"...retarded people are inferior and look different..." 
(p. 213). 
The regular education teachers felt that special 
education children were better served by special education 
staff and programs as that department adequately cared for 
their needs, resulting in the feeling that there was no 
need to change the process. A concern over the actual 
impact of mainstreaming was also raised by Knoff (1985), 
as the regular education staff questioned the value of the 
process. Because the regular education staff felt that 
the handicapped students were receiving adequate 
programming in the self-contained classroom, they saw 
little need to include the child in the regular education 
c1assroom. 
Other less dominant issues documented in the 
1iterature are as follows. Regular education teachers' 
attitudes were found to be directly correlated with their 
perception of the regular education students' acceptance 
of the handicapped child (Shotel et al., 1972; Wechsler et 
al., 1975). 
Positive attitudes toward mainstreaming were enhanced 
when teachers perceived that the handicapped child can 
become a useful member of society and believed that it is 
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the public school's responsibility to educate the 
handicapped child (Stephens et al . , 1980). 
When specifically addressing the science curriculum, 
concerns were raised by teachers that concepts and 
terminology were difficult and that activities needed to 
be repeated (Atwood et al., 1985). Vet, for this one 
curriculum area, teachers noted materials to which they 
had access were adequate for both student populations. 
Wielert and Retish, (1983) also suggested that a variety 
of curricula materials currently available in the science 
programs in our schools would require little or no 
modification for the appropriate use with mildly retarded 
students. 
The Regular Education and the Special Education Teacher 
All articles compared the attitudes of the special 
educator with that of the regular educator (Aloia et al., 
1982; Glicking et al., 1975; Knoff, 1985; and Zigmond et 
al., 1985). The special educators were not singled out 
and studied alone. 
Glicking et al., (1975) report that the special 
education teachers' attitude about the regular education 
teacher is that most do not feel imposed upon to work with 
the special education child. Unfortunately, the regular 
education teachers did not agree with this vote of 
confidence, and told the researcher that an imposition was 
indeed felt. 
16 
Aloia et al., (1982) found that both regular and 
\ 
special educators chose to ignore the child’s label when 
given the opportunity to react to the child’s written 
character description. These researchers found that 
regular education teachers had lower expectations for and 
lower overall impressions of the handicapped child over 
the nonhandicapped peer. This has also been documented by 
Zigmond et al., (1985). The special education teacher has 
also been found to have a significantly more positive 
attitude toward mainstreaming than do their regular 
education counterparts (Glicking et al, 1975). 
Knoff (1985) found that both regular and special 
education teachers agreed that placement in a special 
education program did not restrict the handicapped 
students’ chances to participate in extra-curricular 
activities. They did not agree that a sense of isolation 
occurred as a result of special class placement. Johnson 
et al., (1985) did not agree with this finding, stating 
that their teachers commented upon the expanded 
opportunities afforded to their handicapped students when 
they are a part of the mainstreamed setting. Knoff (1985) 
studied teachers both in New York and in Massachusetts. 
In New York, teachers were found to perceive students as 
different in the regular education classroom, while in 
Massachusetts this was not found to be true. The New York 
teachers felt an "imposition" was placed upon them when 
the handicapped child was placed in the regular education 
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classroom, while the Massachusetts teachers did not. When 
asked why they felt the added pressure, New York regular 
education teachers gave the following reasons: (a) lack of 
skills and, therefore, a lack of confidence (also 
documented by Aloia et al., 1982); (b) an attitude that 
special education children were better served by special 
education staff and programs; (c) a feeling that the 
special education department adequately cared for their 
needs, and, therefore, a need to change the process did 
not exist; and (d) a feeling that the special education 
classroom was more effective than the regular education 
c1assroom. 
The Administrator 
The importance for teacher inservice training was 
expressed by principals when reflecting upon their staffs' 
needs (Payne et al., 1974). Administrator studies agreed 
with the importance of providing the regular classroom 
teacher with the special materials to implement a 
mainstreaming program (Johnson et al., 1985; Payne et al., 
1974). Johnson et al., (1985) and Leibfried (1984) report 
that the administrator agreed in the importance of the 
implementation of the class support systems. This support 
can take on a variety of forms. Leibfried (1984) notes 
the importance of the principal's role as tone setter of 
the school climate. Principals were found to have the 
attitude that regular class placement does not result in 
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social withdrawal (Prillaman, 1984). Pri11aman (1984) 
goes on to document that principals thought normally 
developing children would profit from the contact with the 
handicapped child. Payne's and Murray's (1974) study of 
principals supported the more positive attitude toward the 
acceptance of students who are physically impaired. 
One less dominant finding in the literature is that 
principals were found to be more positive toward 
mainstreaming when they also believed that such an 
experience would increase the handicapped child's 
attainment of "...a more productive and independent place 
in society...," (Prillaman, 1984; p. 131). 
The Parents 
Abel son et al., (1984) revealed that parents, like 
the regular classroom teacher, questioned the value of the 
mainstreaming program for both the handicapped and the 
nonhandicapped children. In particular, 40 percent of the 
parents disagreed that handicapped children could receive 
an individualized program in the regular education 
classroom and expressed concerns of a decreased 
educational effect for the other students if such an 
individualized approach were taken. Parents, like 
teachers, were more accepting of students with physical 
impairments and learning disabilities than they were of 
students who were emotionally handicapped or retarded 
(Cohen, 1986) 
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Cohen (1986) believed that physical proximity>is a 
fundamental assumption of the mainstreaming concept, and 
described an interesting testing instrument. He developed 
a four part social distance inventory. Part 1 requested 
demographic information. Part 2 "...consisted of an 
abbreviated social desirability scale..." (p. 71). Part 3 
offers paragraph descriptions of the type of handicap that 
the researchers address, and asked parents to physically 
identify spatial distancing between their child and each 
of these behaviorally described children. In Part 4 
parents are asked to do the same task as in three, except 
to use traditional labels. In Part 3, there is no 
confusion about the range of the handicapping condition 
being discussed. Although there is a problem of basing 
findings on hypothetical children and in summing up a 
child's whole personality in one paragraph, at least some 
clarity exists. Unlike other researchers, Cohen has 
attempted to describe a child so that researcher and 
responder alike are working under some similar 
assumptions. Results showed that social desirability 
scores were similar to that of a normal curve. Parents 
were found to have preconceived notions of labels, 
demonstrating their limited understanding. When answering 
questions based on behavior patterns versus labels, 
parental responses varied significantly. 
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A final point raised in the research suggested that 
parents rid themselves of the age-old feeling that they 
are interfering with the educational process (Meltzer, 
1978) and that they become integral members of the 
educational process (Johnson et al., 1985). 
The Peers 
Studies of peers required researchers to better 
understand the behavioral patterns these students 
described. Budoff et al., (1978) found children to be 
"...more tolerant and accepting of incompetent behavior 
from a peer who is not expected to perform well than from 
a child for whom there is no obvious explanation for poor 
performance..." (p.423). Siperstein et al . , (1985) found 
that mildly retarded children, possessing "socially 
competent behaviors" were seen as acceptable to regular 
education students. Children were found to be more 
accepting of students with physical impairments and 
learning disabilities than they were of students who were 
emotionally handicapped or retarded (Bak & Siperstein, 
1987; Wisely & Morgan, 1981). Goodman, Gottlieb, & 
Harrison (1972) discovered that the regular education 
students accepted handicapped children into their social 
activities less often than they did their regular 
education counterparts. Peer studies have found that 
social nonacceptance occurs in subtle ways (Asher &< Dodge, 
1984) . 
21 
The Handicapped Student 
Only two studies were located on the attitudes 
handicapped students held toward mainstreaming. Warner et 
al . , (1973) evaluated 369 educable mentally retarded 
students. The researchers tell us that the students were 
primarily black or bilingual, living in low income areas. 
Therefore, concern with this study rests in the accuracy 
of the identification of the handicapped students, i.e., 
were these children really handicapped? Younger children 
were found to be more positive in their attitudes toward 
special class placement than were high school students. 
Few students perceived themselves as a "...label..." Most 
students realized their academic deficiencies and viewed 
their special class placement as an opportunity to 
"...learn, catch-up, or improve themselves..." 
Johnson et al. , (1985) interviewed two elementary and 
three high school students as a part of a multiple 
population study. The students were found to have a 
limited knowledge base of both the concept and the 
implementation of mainstreaming. Older students were 
somewhat more knowledgeable and, therefore, could 
recommend that they not be singled out as different. 
ft Combination of Populations Within a Single_Study 
Johnson et al., (1985) is the only study which 
evaluated the regular education teacher, the special 
education teacher, the administrator, the parent, and the 
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students (both handicapped and nonhandicapped), finding 
that all participants have similar responses to the three 
questions posed to them in the interview. The questions 
included "What is mainstreaming?", "How is mainstreaming 
carried out?" and "How should mainstreaming be done?" The 
similarities and differences among and between the groups 
seems to stem from the roles of the different players. 
All groups agreed that mainstreaming was the process by 
which handicapped children are integrated with their 
nonhandicapped peers. Each group stressed a different 
aspect of the process within their answer. The 
supervisors concentrated upon the legal parameters, 
teachers upon the expanded opportunities available to 
students for educational enrichment, and parents upon the 
social desegregation effect. Students demonstrated a 
limited understanding of the concept of mainstreaming, 
especially at the elementary level. Older students 
described mainstreaming as "mass education in which 
handicapped students have a chance to learn how to solve 
everyday problems," (Johnson et al., 1985; p. 187). 
With regard to the second question, the adults 
generally agreed that the special educator has the primary 
responsibility in planning, initiating, and maintaining 
the mainstreaming process. Again, each group focused on a 
somewhat different aspect of the mainstreaming process. 
Supervisors stressed the existence and use of established 
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procedures to guide the process; special education 
% 
teachers emphasized that the purposes of mainstreaming 
change and adapt to reflect the ever changing needs of the 
students; regular education teachers stated that they 
rarely had any input into the initial stages of the 
process nor did they have any understanding of how the 
process was carried out, only becoming a part of the 
mainstreaming process when the student entered their room; 
and parents expressed a feeling of a lack of involvement. 
Johnson et al., (1985) tell us that older students had a 
better understanding of the process than did their younger 
counterparts, yet specifics of how they came to this 
conclusion is not shared. 
All participants, in their response to the third 
question, agreed that additional inservice training was 
necessary, that mainstreaming should be planned well in 
advance with the involvement of all individuals, and that 
a transition period should gradually introduce the 
handicapped student in the regular education placement. 
Again, each group stressed various components of this 
process. Supervisors focused on the need for inservice 
materials and support staff. The special educator, 
commenting on the massive job presented to him/her, sought 
to share the responsibilities with others. The regular 
education teachers highlighted their concern for the 
"rights" of the nonhandicapped peers and their own right 
to say whether a handicapped student is to be placed in 
24 
their classroom. Parents of both handicapped and > 
nonhandicapped students upheld the right of handicapped 
students to participate in the general education program 
but stressed the importance of expecting these children to 
act in the same way as their nonhandicapped peers. 
Younger handicapped students lacked sufficient 
understanding of the mainstreaming process to suggest how 
it could be improved. Older students stressed their 
desire not to be made to look different from their 
nonhandicapped peers. 
Methodological Issues 
Sample Sizes and Sample Selections 
All of the studies reviewed in the 1iterature provide 
the reader with an understanding of the attitudes which 
are held toward the concept of mainstreaming. It is also 
apparent from this 1iterature review that some limitations 
exist. For example, the opinions of all the participants 
are not sufficiently documented. Therefore, the overall 
results reflect a bias, inhibiting a clear understanding 
of the mainstreaming process. Articles reflecting the 
parental attitudes, the handicapped student's attitudes, 
and the special needs director's and principal's attitudes 
were very limited in number. 
Little variation between studies can be observed for 
the sample selection, methodology, and the reporting of 
results. The majority of studies used a random sampling 
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selection process (Gans, 1985; Larrivee et al., 1979; 
Tunick, Platt, & Bowen, 1980) though many either failed to 
include this explanation (Panda et al., 1972) or had such 
small sample sizes (e.g., one) that such a description was 
meaningless (Johnson et al., 1985). Sample size ranged 
from as few as one (Meltzer, 1985) to as many as 1,034 
(Stephens et al., 1980). Generally, the parameter chosen 
by most researchers included a larger sample size. 
Most studies provided clear descriptions of their 
populations, including grades, location, environmental 
descriptors and gender breakdown (Johnson et al., 1985). 
Feldman et al. (1986) included an extra component of 
black-to-white ratio, and Safron et al. (1984) included 
the breakdown of socioeconomic status (SES) variations. 
Those studies which did mention location were generally 
associated with the midwestern states of Kentucky (Atwood 
et al., 1985), Ohio (Gans, 1985; Reynolds et al., 1982; 
Safron et al., 1984), Iowa (Marston & Leslie, 1983), 
Wisconsin (Ringlaben et. al., 1981), and Illinois 
(Stephens et al., 1980). Geographic locations were often 
biased to include only individual states or cities (Atwood 
et al., 1985; Safron et al., 1984; Stephens et al., 1980). 
Though sample size was often in the one hundred 
range, biases for social class, age or IQ range were often 
evident. Warner et al., (1973) evaluated 369 EMR 
This large sample size was representative of chi1dren. 
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the population for age range (8-9 to 17-6 years), 
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geographic location (five school districts in the state of 
California), and IQ range (56 to 74). The researchers 
tell us that the students were primarily black or 
bilingual, living in low income areas. Therefore, concern 
with this study rests in the accuracy of the 
identification of the handicapped population. This was a 
time when black students were given IQ tests based on 
white norms and were incorrectly labeled. Therefore, it 
is important to question the sample for the accuracy of 
the IQ range and for the limitations of only studying 
bilingual, low income students. 
Target Populations 
Sampling issues within the studies also raise 
concerns. Brodwin et al., (1978) used teachers who are 
already in the work force. One group taught in a "typical 
metropolitan" elementary school and the other in a school 
which mainstreamed students. These teachers were not 
randomly assigned to either control or experimental 
groups. They may have had a predisposition to working 
with (or without) the disabled population so that the 
conclusion that teachers who interacted with the disabled 
population had fewer misconceptions than those who did not 
may not be as strong an indicator as the authors conclude. 
Harasymiw et al., (1976), Shotel et al., (1972) and 
Marston et al., (1983) also studied teachers within their 
already assigned teaching positions. Job choice and lack 
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of pre-test/post-test or control group data make 
conclusions difficult to draw. 
A concern in the research about student teachers is 
that they may tend to be swayed by educational pressures 
(Donaldson, 1980; Leyser et al . , 1983; Leyser, Johnson, & 
Abrams, 1984) . The documented change in attitudes 
highlighted by the study may be superficial, and the depth 
of the development of a positive attitude toward the 
disabled population can only be seen when the student 
teacher becomes responsible for a classroom of his/her 
own. 
A final concern is strictly an observation. The bulk 
of the research focused on the attitudes people held 
toward mainstreaming a mentally retarded individual 
(though the range of abilities within this group were 
rarely documented) (Aloia et al., 1982; Feldman et al., 
1985; Gottlieb et al., 1975; McEvoy, Nordquist, & 
Cunningham, 1984). Lack of broad based knowledge 
regarding the variety of handicapping conditions is 
evident in the research. Only a few studies looked at 
attitudes held toward mainstreaming children with 
handicaps other than those who were mentally retarded. 
The learning disabled student (Siperstein & Goding, 1985) 
and the hearing-impaired student (Chorost, 1988) were 
handicaps about which people's attitudes were assessed 
when discussing mainstreaming. It was surprising to see 
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that Tringo (1970) included those people with asthma 
\ 
within the range of handicapping conditions, as few would 
consider this health issue to be handicapping. 
Methodoloav 
Another concern is the predominant use of a Likert 
Scale. Though this is an information gathering tool, it 
is difficult to grasp exactly what information is 
gathered. Written language can be a confusing form of 
communication. The researcher writes the statements, and 
the subjects respond to these statements. Problems arise 
when the statements lack clarity, resulting in the 
subjects inability to understand what the researcher is 
saying. Researchers often have their own implicit biases, 
which can be subtly masked in the data gathering tool. 
This would in turn influence the responses, resulting in 
an unspecified and uncontrolled amount of variance. And, 
the surveys can pose communication biases? the use of 
terminology can be subject to personal bias and 
misperceptions. 
The Likert Scale and the Thurstone Scale can also 
create biased results simply by their design. Inherent in 
such a format are questions limiting respondents to narrow 
answers which are controlled by the researcher. Responses 
are limited not only in the "what" category, but also in 
the "how" frame of reference. With the option of only two 
responses, as in the Thurstone Scale with that of "yes" or 
"no" (Glicking et al., 1975; Knoff, 1985), some 
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respondents may not have felt that their responses could 
be this clear cut, yet they were forced into the 
researcher's answer format. Therefore, responses may not 
accurately reflect the attitudes for which conclusions are 
presented. The other end of the spectrum represented a 
nine-point scale with 1 indicating "would marry" and 9 
calling for a "would put to death' choice (Tringo, 1970). 
The use of a nine-point scale certainly allows for greater 
flexibility in responses than does the yes/no responses 
choice. The use of a six-point scale was most 
predominant. 
Regarding the use of questionnaires, another concern 
with the student population is the effect of response 
bias. The number of times students chose the "smiling 
face" over the neutral or sad face may be more a 
reflection of fixation on a single row than on carefully 
considering each item related to the attitude such 
instruments are intended to evaluate. 
Too, the process of mainstreaming demands a series of 
abstract and personal judgments. These judgments occur 
for all people involved in the establishment and enactment 
of the mainstreaming process. Because an individual will 
have his/her own perspectives regarding a student's 
educational needs and because these perspectives vary 
depending upon the point on the continuum of the 
mainstreaming process (such as the initial stages of 
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development versus the implementation stage versus the 
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evaluation stage), the simple yes/no or scaled responses 
offered in a questionnaire cannot adequately tap one's 
perspectives. The complexities of the participants' 
viewpoints cannot be neatly packaged in a questionnaire. 
A questionnaire oversimplifies the process and structures 
the respondents' answers. 
The greatest caution offered for this type of study 
focuses on the difference between words and actions. An 
individual may respond in two different ways when using 
these two modes of expression. Espoused theories are 
those that an individual verbally expresses. 
Theories-in-use are those that can be observed through 
exhibited behaviors. Espoused theory and theory-in-use 
may be consistent or inconsistent, and an individual may 
or may not be aware of any inconsistency (Argyris, Putnam, 
$< Smith, 1987). For example, an individual may state on a 
questionnaire that he/she strongly agrees with the 
importance of allowing handicapped people to live in the 
community, yet, this same person may not want this to 
happen in his/her neighborhood. Though it is important to 
understand people's opinions about the topic of 
mainstreaming, it is their actions which directly affect 
the individuals in the mainstreamed setting. An 
observational component of a study may provide information 
about the behavioral impact of stated attitudes. 
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The survey, therefore, may not accurately reflect the 
feelings/beliefs of the subjects. Rather, it may reflect 
what they think they want to believe. It may reflect 
their own mixed messages of how they think they behave and 
the reality of the nonverbal cues. Further, the subject 
may be responding in a way that he/she thinks the 
researcher wants him/her to respond instead of honestly 
and independently. 
When asking respondents about mainstreaming, 
researchers have provided a specific age and type of 
handicap for participants to respond to, for example, MLD 
(learning disabled) ten year old boy" (Gullota, 1974). 
Different concerns can be raised about the research 
approach of having subjects respond to hypothetical 
children who have hypothetical labels and no specifying 
characteristics (Gullota, 1974; Moore et al., 1978). 
Answers may be difficult to interpret, as each respondent 
will have his/her own definition and perspective of, for 
example, the LD ten year old boy. Respondents have 
developed their own internal benchmark for degree of 
severity and type of LD. Though the authors are 
attempting to gain information regarding a specific 
handicap, perhaps more descriptive information regarding 
the strengths and weaknesses would enable respondents to 
have a better understanding of the child. The continuum 
of behavior and learning patterns of such a child is 
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extensive. Without more clarification, we cannot be sure 
\ 
what child the subjects are thinking about when they 
answer the questions. 
Communication issues also come to mind as these 
research reports describe the various labels associated 
with the handicapped. For example, researchers use the 
term "physically handicapped" or "mentally retarded" as 
one descriptor for all people within that category, thus 
omitting the range of possibilities which exist within the 
group. Wechsler et al., (1975) more clearly define their 
perception of the physically handicapped population, by 
providing examples, including ear ailments, asthma, 
seizures, crutches/braces, impaired vision and impaired 
hearing. These last two categories also have a wide range 
of abilities and disabilities, none of which are clearly 
defined. This makes specific conclusions regarding the 
mainstreaming of various levels of handicapping conditions 
difficult to assess. 
When examining the attitudes of peers toward 
mainstreaming, a varied approach was needed, as opposed to 
the more direct approach used when working with adults. 
Attitudes were defined in terms of children's affective 
feelings toward their handicapped peers (Budoff et al., 
1978; Rapier et al., 1972). These findings coupled with 
the support of actual classroom behavior patterns would 
allow for more reliable findings. We cannot assume that 
because children responded positively toward the concept 
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of mainstreaming in a testing situation through the use of 
hypothetical examples that similar responses would 
actually be practiced during day-to-day behavioral 
interactions (Goodman et al., 1972). 
Another creative research design has been implemented 
with teachers. Siperstein et al., (1985) conducted a 
study of teacher behaviors toward LD and non-LD children. 
Their goal was to raise teacher awareness of behavior 
differences as they treated these two population groups. 
To collect the data, students in eight classrooms (2 
fourth, 4 fifth, and 2 sixth grades) were selected from 
four elementary schools in a large suburban community and 
were asked to complete a sociometric questionnaire (each 
class contained LD students, numbers and sex variation is 
not reported). On this questionnaire, children were asked 
to write down whom they liked best. A limit was not put 
on number of choices, but children were restricted to 
select same sex peers. 
Teachers (controlled for balance in gender; age range 
from 29-45; and years teaching range from 7-28) were asked 
to rank order their students based on social behavior 
patterns in the classroom. In addition, researchers 
identified popular versus isolated children based on the 
frequency of times chosen by both the teacher and the 
students (they describe this process in detail). These 
researchers documented a higher interaction rate between 
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teacher and handicapped student, but found these contacts 
% 
to be negatively charged. After the discussion between 
teacher and researcher, teachers were found to continue 
with the quantity of interaction but offered more positive 
verbal and nonverbal interactions. They cite the 
limitations of their study, e.g., no control group and no 
long-term follow-up study. Their point is well taken: 
document exactly what you see occurring in the classroom. 
Let the teacher make his/her own value Judgments and 
decisions about the positive and negative potentials of 
the interchange. If change is going to occur, it will 
come from the focus inside that teacher, not from external 
pressures. 
Though Dean et al., (1987) provide the reader with 
the conclusion that the handicapped student's attitudes 
toward mainstreaming are positive, it is important to note 
that the parents were responding to the researcher. 
Parents may not always be clear on what a child is 
thinking because the child often is not clear on the 
complexities of his/her feelings, or he/she may not have 
the language capacity to articulate these feelings. 
Though a positive finding is documented by the 
researchers, care needs to be taken with the semantics 
when interpreting such studies. 
35 
Case Studies 
The qualitative approach to research has been 
implemented by social scientists for decades (Erickson, 
1985; Shofield & Anderson, 1984). Its major purpose for 
the past 70 years was to describe various cultures and 
behavior patterns (Bogdan & Taylor, 1975; Erickson, 1985). 
It is only recently that the potential value of such an 
approach has found its way into the study of education 
(Locke, 1988). 
Qualitative research is an umbrella term for 
"ethnographic, participant observational, case study, 
symbolic interactionist, phenomenological, constructivist, 
or interpretive" studies (Erickson, 1985; p. 120). Each 
of these approaches offers its unique style of research. 
The method of participant observation is vital for a clear 
understanding of the perspectives of particular actors in 
specific situation. This sort of fieldwork of the social 
scientist or the educational researcher describes what is 
happening, the social interactions, and the meaning of the 
actions. The availability of a multitude of research 
techniques allows for a closer match between the research 
methodology and the research questions. 
Qualitative research characteristics for this study 
include the following: 
1. utilizing the researcher as the chief instrument 
in data gathering and analysis, 
2. emphasizing a description of events, 
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3. gathering data from multiple participants, 
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4. extracting more individualized viewpoints from 
the mass of data available, which is perhaps the 
most important element for this inductive 
approach. 
Some researchers may use the findings of a 
n 
quantitative approach as a spin-off to their qualitative 
study, or vice versa. This provides the researcher with 
the flexibility to correctly coordinate research approach 
with research needs. From the quantitative approach, 
1iterature tells us a great deal about the perspectives of 
mainstreaming held by regular education teachers, special 
education teachers, parents, and peers of the handicapped 
students (Gans, 1987; Chorost, 1988). This approach also 
offers information about the perspectives of mainstreaming 
held by administrators (Goupil et al., 1984; Prillaman, 
1984). The qualitative approach can use this broad 
quantitative information as a stepping stone. The use of 
interviews covering personal accounts of day-to-day 
interactions provide us with the intimate details 
associated with these documented generalized perspectives. 
A rich description, revealing patterns and themes, can be 
obtained through the qualitative technique (Hawisher, 
1988). The transcripts of the interviews conducted in 
this proposed study will provide documentation of 
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participants perspectives in this case study setting 
(Bogdan et al., 1975). 
Another reason for selecting a qualitative approach 
for this study is the assumption that uniformity is 
incumbent in the quantitative research approach, whereas 
the qualitative approach embraces the expression of 
differences. Careful observers can see massive 
differences between as well as within cultures. In 
individuals, for example, differences exist for school 
achievement, measured intelligence, race, gender, class, 
and language background. The qualitative approach allows 
more flexibility in examining the differences associated 
with individual perspectives. In this way, issues of 
human choice and meaning can become the central focus of a 
qualitative study (Erickson, 1985). 
Natural science studies are often designed to infer 
causality (Borg & Gall, 1983). Observations are made, and 
causal models based on the researcher's data are inferred. 
Interpretive researchers take a very different 
view of the nature of uniformity and of cause in 
social life. The behavioral uniformity from day 
to day that can be observed for an individual, 
and among individuals in groups, is seen not as 
evidence of underlying, essential uniformity 
among entities, but as an illusion - a social 
construction akin to the illusion of assessed 
ability as an attribute of the person assessed. 
Humans, the interpretive perspective asserts, 
create meaningful interpretat ions of the 
physical and behavioral objects that surround 
them in the environment. We take action toward 
the objects that surround us in the 1 ight of our 
interpretat ions of meaningfulness (Erickson, 
1985; p. 128). 
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Through the world and our experiences, people share 
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learned systems for defining meaning. Vet, the 
similarities end here. Two people could watch the same 
activity and perceive it very differently. Or, two people 
performing similar acts may not hold the same meaning for 
their actions. Thus comes the interesting task of 
assessing perspectives of various participants about the 
process of mainstreaming. The distinction between the 
spoken perspective and the behavior of an individual as 
he/she implements these perspectives was addressed in an 
earlier study, completed through a quantitative approach 
(Leary, 1989). Though respondents held positive 
perspectives toward mainstreaming within the boundaries of 
the questionnaire, Leary (1989) questioned the extent to 
which these self-reports accurately reflected the behavior 
patterns of the sample population. The use of the 
personal documentation accrued through in-depth interviews 
and observations will enable the current study to 
determine the degree to which the stated perspectives 
coincide with the behaviors. It is this in-depth approach 
that, as Schutz (1967) states, is the basis of all 
understanding. 
This study examines perspectives about mainstreaming 
by analyzing the individual's perspective on specific 
situations. These findings can then be examined within 
the broader context of documented quantitative research 
studies which are prevalent in the field. This enables 
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the supportive coexistence of the qualitative and ' 
quantitative findings. The study begins by defining the 
"insider's view," or the person who is directly involved 
in the experience (Schwartz & Jacobs, 1979). Research 
that is based on a reconstruction of the insider's view is 
forced to consider the relationship of the individual to 
the group. This also supports this study's focus on the 
use of a multitude of subjects. Each person is a member 
of the group that participates in the mainstreaming 
process. The complexities of the interpersonal 
( 
relationships as they may affect the mainstreaming process 
can then be observed. 
As with any form of research, care must be taken to 
omit the biases that can be omitted; and to earmark those 
that must be carried into the research. Any work has some 
form of researcher bias which shapes the interview 
questions, the collection of the data, the documentation 
of what information is important, how the information will 
be categorized and interpreted, and the conclusions that 
will be drawn. Assertions drawn from this research can 
only be applied to this case study. Suggestions that such 
assertions may be applied to other situations must be 
guarded and accompanied by a qualifying statement. 
Summary 
The value of the research discussed in this paper is 
that it is a beginning. The value of better understanding 
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the attitudes of various personnel involved in the' 
mainstreaming process is crucial. The research reports 
documented in this literature review highlight the concern 
that when mainstreaming is initiated with unprepared 
and/or unaccepting teachers, the chances for the 
successful integration of the child are greatly reduced. 
Research findings have documented that not all 
teachers in the public school system are without concern 
when asked to change their regular classroom into a 
mainstreamed setting. We have also learned that attitudes 
have the potential to adapt given the appropriate support. 
It is important to use the information learned in these 
studies and to offer teachers inservice, instruction, 
support and tools based on that information. It is 
equally important to work at the college level, to educate 
students as they prepare for their teaching career. 
Stainback and Stainback (1987) offer a reminder that 
"...what we see in our public schools is a mirror image of 
what exists in our colleges and universities" (p. 68). 
Regular and special educators are segregated in the 
colleges. Therefore, it should not be so surprising that 
school personnel also operate in separate dimensions. If 
changes are needed at the public school level, then they 
must also be recognized and accepted at other levels as 
well (French & Henderson, 1984; Stainback et al., 1987). 
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Though research exists on how attitudes develop and 
on the attitudes educators hold regarding the topic of 
mainstreaming, the attitudes and their development remain 
a complex issue. This in turn complicates the study of 
attitudes in relation to mainstreaming. 
Lacking in the research are studies on the attitudes 
of special education teachers, parents, administrators, 
handicapped students and their peers, and the public. 
Because limited research has examined the perceptions 
these populations have held, we have only a small 
knowledge base. And we know little about how all the 
people involved in the system work together to achieve a 
successful mainstreaming program. 
The need for the qualitative approach as it is 
coupled with the quantitative approach allows researchers 
and readers of research to end their need to read between 
the lines. For example, in Payne et al . (1974) principals 
in the suburban area were found to be significantly more 
accepting of mainstreaming than those in the urban area. 
With qualitative research, a better understanding of what 
"more accepting" means could be learned. 
Methodological needs for the future must address the 
vast array of knowledge already tapped through the use of 
questionnaires and must enable this information to 
generate improved interview processes. The generalizab1e 
data collected through questionnaires (except for some key 
populations which still need to be addressed) can set a 
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baseline for learning about the needs of the individual 
and how all individuals interact to attain the goal of a 
successful mainstreaming program. 
Future studies about mainstreaming should address 
four needs. In the first, al1 people who are involved 
within the mainstreamed setting must be represented within 
a single study, with particular inclusion of the recipient 
of the services. The handicapped population is a valuable 
resource of information. They are the group for whom 
mainstreaming is implemented. We need to hear how they 
define the successes and weaknesses of the process so that 
we can better understand and meet their needs. 
Secondly, there must be a collaboration of effort to 
include both reactive and interactive data gathering 
tools. A respondent's verbal reactions on a questionnaire 
or within an interview setting are as important as his/her 
behavioral reactions within a mainstreamed setting. For 
example, does the regular education teacher state that it 
is important for the handicapped child to be a member of 
the mainstreamed setting and then does that same teacher 
provide curricular and environmental adaptations which 
meet the child's needs? Or are these adaptations missing 
in the teacher's implementation of mainstreaming? 
Third, it is an important next step to understand the 
perspectives of these participants on a personal level. 
One person may describe an experience in one way and 
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another person may describe that same event in quite 
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another way. Both may be telling the truth according to 
their own perspectives, i.e., personal interpret at ions, 
rationalizations, prejudices, or attitudes (Bogdan et al., 
1975). 
People say different things because they see things 
differently. People interpret the same situation 
differently for many reasons, e.g., training, educational 
experience, the responsibilities of their job. It is the 
role of the qualitative researcher to present the 
participant1s view of the world. A qualitative study can 
provide the intimate details to enhance the generalized 
findings from existing research. 
CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
Purpose 
The purpose of this study was to document the 
definitions of the terms "handicapped" and "mainstreaming" 
given by the key participants via interviews and 
observations. Another purpose was to examine the 
similarities and differences among these definitions. 
This comparison was intended to provide a comprehensive 
view of how each individual's role may have affected 
his/her definition of mainstreaming. Also, the study 
intended to gather valuable information for examining how 
people's definitions fit together to create a single 
event. Too, an indepth analysis of the interviews and 
observations provided information regarding the degree to 
which the spoken definitions coincided with behaviors 
within the mainstreamed setting. This portion provided 
information for the espoused and the enacted patterns for 
all participants resulting in themes and assertions 
associated with this case study. 
Participants of the study included a regular 
education teacher, a special education teacher, the 
administrators (including the Superintendent, the Director 
of Pupil Personnel Services, the Assistant Director of 
Pupil Personnel Services, the Principal, the Assistant 
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Principal), a guidance counselor, the parents of the 
handicapped child, the handicapped student, and a peer. 
Research Questions 
Question 1: How do all participants within one 
setting define the terms "handicapped" and 
"mainstreaming?" 
Question 2: How do these definitions compare and 
contrast among all participants? 
Question 3: How does each participant's espoused 
statements, or data gathered in the interview, relate to 
his/her enacted behaviors, as collected through 
observation? 
Question 4: What are the key components for an 
effective mainstreaming process, as described by this 
team? 
Background of the Study 
Describing a Case Study 
A case study is the comprehensive examination of a 
specific entity, such as a person, a process, a group, a 
situation or an event. When this entity is defined by the 
researcher, it becomes a case study with specific 
boundaries (Guba & Lincoln, 1981). Case studies have been 
described as having four primary characteristics (Merriam, 
1988): they are particularistic, descriptive, heuristic, 
and inductive. A case study is particularistic because it 
focuses on a specific situation, event, or person. It is 
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descriptive because it provides the reader with an '* 
extensive report of the entity which is being studied. A 
case study is heuristic because it provides its readers 
with a prototype or model for discovering and exploring 
similar entities. And, through the process of inductive 
reasoning, generalizations and concepts emerge from the 
analysis of the data from that case study (Stake, 1978). 
Also characteristic of a case study is the type of 
data collected. This research procedure produces 
descriptive data of people's own written or spoken words 
and/or observable behaviors (Bogdan et al., 1975) and 
allows the researcher and reader to know people 
personally. Such concepts as happiness, pain, faith, 
suffering, frustration and hope can be studied as they are 
defined and experienced by real people in their everyday 
lives. Through this method, people speak about themselves 
and their experiences, and, though we do not accept their 
perspectives as truth for the general population, we can 
develop an empathy which allows us to see the world from 
their points of view. 
A Pilot Study 
Based on the experience of the pilot work (Leary, 
1991), certain components have been included in the 
methodology for this dissertation. A free and open 
atmosphere needed to be established in the interview, 
important component in developing this atmosphere was 
An 
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being a good listener, that is, one who did not interrupt 
i 
and one who rarely agreed nor disagreed. Instead, genuine 
interest in hearing what another person had to say was 
1mport ant. 
As the interviewer listened attentively, not 
everything that was said may be clearly understood. To 
avoid making assumptions about what was meant, the 
interviewer must ask follow-up questions ("I'm not clear, 
can you describe the actual situation of what happened?"), 
exploring until a c1 ear picture was established. 
Another skill to be carefully considered during the 
interview process was wait-time (Locke, 1989). The skill 
in the interview not only rested in the comfortable tone 
which was set, in which questions were asked and how they 
were phrased, but also in the timing of when the questions 
were asked. The need to fill in the space with words must 
be controlled and balanced with knowing when to break the 
silence to provide the interviewee with a comfort zone and 
when to allow the interviewee time to organize his/her 
thoughts. With the children, wait-time was orchestrated 
differently. Their decreased comfort level with extended 
silences could be more noticeable. 
Care was taken to ask questions which were singular 
and not complex. Asking multiple questions within a 
single context can make for a confusing situation for the 
responder as well as for the interviewee (Douglas, 1985; 
Seidman, 1991). Questions can be lost and forgotten or 
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responses can be masked in the attempt to answer too many 
at once. It was important also to remember to keep 
questions more neutral than value laden. Questions were 
asked which were open-ended in nature and not those which 
can be answered with yes/no responses. The former 
encouraged the respondent to answer questions more fully, 
unpacking thoughts and delving into the "how's" and 
"why's" of their thoughts. 
Nonverbal cues, sent by both parties, were also 
documented within the interview. Value judgments should 
not be emitted by the researcher, who must view the 
participant's responses as neither true or false. It was 
not the researcher's role to attain truth and morality, 
but to begin to understand the participant's point of 
view. Instead the researcher expressed interest through 
such nonverbal cues as sustained eye contact. The 
researcher also must take care to "read" the interviewee's 
body language to determine comfort level and other 
nonverbal messages. 
The observations and interviews done with the adults 
in the pilot study were both similar and different from 
those done with the students. The students needed to have 
questions that were more specific and less open-ended than 
those asked of the adults. The boundaries for the 
interviews with the children as compared to those with 
adults needed to be more confining. 
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When working with children between the ages of 7-0 to 
9-0 years of age, care must be taken to consider that 
these children are thinking within the upper ranges of the 
concrete operational stage as described by Piaget (Piaget, 
1948), moving from childhood to adolescence. 
The development of trust is important when working 
with any person, yet its development is even more critical 
with preadolescents, as they are concerned with the 
development of proper relationships with others (Pine et 
al., 1988). Consequently, the establishment and 
maintenance of trust is critical in gathering valuable 
data. It is these characteristics which must be 
considered as this age group is interviewed, accommodating 
their developmental level through both verbal and 
nonverbal cues. 
Adaptations in methodology which were needed for this 
dissertation study include the need to observe nonacademic 
free time and to observe a more formal evaluation team 
meeting. 
Research Design 
Access and Approval Process 
Approval for the study began with the Superintendent 
of Schools. Next, contact was made with the Director of 
Pupil Personnel Services and the Assistant Director of 
Pupil Personnel Services, followed by the Principal and 
the Assistant Principal. With the assistance of the 
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Director and the Assistant Director, a family was 
'\ 
identified. The Assistant Director contacted the family 
to provide them with a preliminary comment regarding the 
study and to ask permission to give their name and number 
to me so that I could discuss specifics of the study with 
them personally. The parents gave written and verbal 
permission for their name to be released (Appendix A). 
Next, phone contact (Appendix B) with a follow-up 
in-person appointment occurred with the parents of the 
handicapped student to discuss the specifics of the study 
and to receive written consent signatures (Appendix C). 
The topics which were discussed at the initial meeting 
included: (1) motives and intentions (Merriam, 1988); (2) 
anonymity; (3) an opportunity to view the written product 
(Seidman, 1991); (4) royalties (Douglas, 1985); (5) the 
overall plan of the project; and (6) the logistics of 
getting started and the sequences of the study, including 
interviews and observations. Once the handicapped 
participant was found, a similar procedure was followed to 
attain the regular education participant. Parents of the 
children involved in the study were given the opportunity 
to review the outline of questions which were used as 
guidelines to be asked of their child; to know who I would 
be speaking to about their child and the kinds of 
questions which would be asked of these individuals; and 
that if additional people needed to be contacted in this 
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research project, the parents would first be contacted and 
approval received. 
Direct approval was received from the regular and the 
special education teachers, as well as the guidance 
counselor. If at any time during this process consent had 
not been received, return to the previous step would have 
occurred (see Figure 1). 
Selection of the Participants 
The participants in this study are associated with a 
rural regionalized school district in western 
Massachusetts. One of the first steps of the study was to 
identify a student who was mainstreamed for enough of a 
school day so that relationships with peers and the 
regular education teacher would have had ample opportunity 
to develop. It was also important that the mainstreamed 
student was able to communicate and express his ideas. 
Therefore, it was necessary to choose a student who was at 
least no younger than third grade. 
A second step was to identify a family who was 
willing to work on such a project. The family in this 
case study was interested and articulate in verbalizing 
their opinions about their goals, misgivings, and 
satisfactions. The personnel who were then approached 
were the teachers, both regular and special education. 
Criteria for choosing the regular education and special 
education teacher was that they were willing to 
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FIGURE 1: Entry into the Case Study Site; Obtaining Entry. 
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participate in the study and that they were interested and 
articulate in expressing their thoughts. The criterion 
for asking the peer to participate was that she would have 
an already existing relationship with the handicapped 
child. This student was chosen based on the input from 
the regular education teacher. This child and her parents 
also met the criteria of being willing to participate in 
the study. And the child was interested and articulate in 
expressing her thoughts. 
Following are some characteristics of each 
participant, offering the reader a more personalized view 
of tl?e study. The Superintendent, Mr. Wood, has been in 
the field of education for 23 years, beginning his work as 
a high school guidance counselor in this same district. 
He then added to his role by becoming a department head, 
and then moved on to the Assistant Superintendent's role 
before taking on the full responsibility of the district. 
Mr. Wood is an avid golfer and enjoys the music of opera 
singer Pavorati. 
The Director of Pupil Personnel Services, Mr. Smith, 
began his professional career as a policeman. He then 
became a psychologist, first working for one mental health 
organization for three years and then another for a 
similar amount of time. He moved onto his role as school 
psychologist in this district, which he held for one year, 
before the Director position was also added to his 
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responsibilities. He has been in this position for the 
past 18 years. Mr. Smith is a skilled pianist. 
The Assistant Director of Pupil Personnel Services, 
Mrs. Hart, has held this position for one year. She has 
worked as a school adjustment counselor for 13 years, 
though has been in this district for six of the 13 years, 
having worked in a neighboring district prior to her move. 
She also maintains a private business through her Masters 
in Social Work degree. She describes herself as a 
spiritual seeker, believing, in among other things, 
reinc arnation. 
Mr. Towser, the Principal, has been in his position 
for 3 years, having previously worked as a high school 
science teacher in the same district for 17 years. He, 
too, was a department chair, and held the assistant 
principalship for one year, prior to taking on the full 
responsibility of the building. Mr. Towser and his wife 
own a successful hair dressing store in a neighboring 
town. 
The Assistant Principal, Mrs. Bru, has been in her 
position for three years, having taken on her position 
when the Principal moved out of it. Prior to her work 
here, she was a math teacher and department chair at a 
middle school on the West Coast for five years. Her 
interests, too, lie in spiritual knowledge. 
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The Guidance Counselor, Mrs. Ross, has worked with 
the district for the past four years. She was a 
transplant from Florida, where she held the position of 
Head Guidance Counselor for the High School of a suburb 
district. She is an avid scuba diver, seeking the reefs 
off the coast of Mexico whenever the chance arises. 
The Regular Education Teacher, Mrs. Louison, was 
trained as a special education teacher, and worked in that 
field for 10 years. It is just in the past three years 
that she has switched to the field of regular education. 
She is particularly interested in reading and 
spirituality. 
The Special Education Teacher, Mrs. Reis, has worked 
in both residential and public school settings as a 
special educator, receiving her training in that field. 
She enjoys traveling abroad and within our continent. 
Both parents of the handicapped student have 
completed high school. The father went on to receive his 
education in the ministry. Luke's mother is an avid 
reader and his father spends much of his time following 
his "calling" for the ministry. He is currently a 
substitute minister for a neighboring Lutheran church. 
Luke, the handicapped student, is a 10-year-old fifth 
grade student. He has attended two districts prior to his 
placement in this district. This is due to family moves. 
He is particularly interested in science fiction and 
enjoys Star Trek. 
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Marina, the peer in this study, is also a 10-year-old 
fifth grader. She has been a student in this district 
since she began her school career and describes herself as 
an animal lover. 
Participants were informed that their participation 
was voluntary and that they could withdraw from the study 
at any time. The written consent form was designed to 
provide the subjects with information about the goal of 
the study, thus alleviating any suspicions of the 
experimenter's intent (Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1968). 
Anonymity was also a stated goal. Within the reporting of 
results, names are changed and any incident that could be 
a powerful key to one's identity was extracted from the 
dat a. 
Interview Procedure 
The intent of the interview tone was to allow the 
participant to be as comfortable as possible. The time 
and place of the interview were mutually agreed upon 
between the participant and researcher, with special 
attention given to the needs of the participant. 
Appearance (e.g., dress, body language) of the researcher 
denoted that of equality. The comfort level created by 
informality and openness were vital to creating a 
successful interview (Douglas, 1985). A tape recorder was 
used to avoid missing important concepts and to avoid the 
encumbering problem of detailed note-taking and listening. 
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These tapes were transcribed and then examined. The role 
\ 
of interviewer is truly an art in that she/he assumes the 
responsibility of providing accurate reflections of 
another person's thoughts and feelings. 
Each participant was interviewed twice, with the 
exception of the parents who were interviewed three times. 
In addition to these formal interviews, numerous informal 
conversations occurred with all participants and were 
documented in the methods journal. Each interview with 
an adult lasted approximately 60 minutes and approx 1mately 
20 to 30 minutes with each child. Care was taken to allow 
enough time to adequately cover the topics but not so long 
that either person became fatigued (Douglas, 1985). When 
more time was necessary, either the interview was extended 
or another date was scheduled. 
With all of the adults, the observation component of 
the study was planned to occur between the first and 
second interview. The second interview took place within 
three to four weeks of the first interview and after the 
observations were well underway. This allowed the 
participant time to organize any additional thoughts that 
may have developed since the time of the first interview 
and allowed the researcher to determine what aspects of 
either the previous interview or observation required 
further clarification, e.g., expansion of experiences, 
ideas, or thoughts. The goal of this second interview was 
to gather information from the interviewee about the 
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observation session, thus allowing the researcher to 
examine the similarities and differences between 
documented observations and the interviewees' perceptions 
(Seidman, 1991). As the data developed, a third interview 
was scheduled as needed. 
Interview Questions 
The interviews were initiated through question-and- 
answer format. Key questions were presented in each 
interview (Appendix D), with sufficient flexibility to 
allow partic ipants’ definitions to be elicited without the 
confinement of predetermined questions. The questions in 
the appendix were guidelines used by the interviewer to 
assure that needed topics were addressed. Each question 
was not asked, as all interviewees often answered a 
multitude of questions within a single question. 
During the initial stages of the first interview, the 
interviewer's task was to put the participant's experience 
in context by asking him/her to tell as much as possible 
about him/herself in light of the topic being discussed. 
The interview then moved on to a concrete discussion of 
details of the participant's present experience with 
mainstreaming. 
The interview was designed to elicit pictorial 
descriptions of the environment through language (Aloia et 
al., 1982; Johnson et al., 1985; Ringlaben et al., 1980; 
Zigmond et al., 1982). For example, the participant was 
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asked to describe the school's physical plant, the 
personnel within the system (e.g., sexes, ages, 
philosophies, teaching styles, etc.) and the 
character1stics of the students (e.g., grades, numbers, 
ages, behavioral patterns, academic strengths, etc.) 
(Douglas, 1905; Miner & Knuston, 1982; Reynolds et al., 
1982; Seidman, Sullivan & Schatzkamer, 1983; Stephens et 
al., 1980). 
The participant also was asked what he/she actually 
did in the setting, e.g., relationships one had in the 
setting, and to describe a typical day by telling stories 
about specific experiences. It was important for the 
interviewee to concretely reconstruct an event (Seidman, 
1991). It was at this time that the tone of the 
relationship was established. The success of the data 
gathering process rested in the establishment of a 
positive rapport between the researcher and participants. 
The interview also was designed to develop a c1 ear 
understanding of the handicapped child in question. For 
example, information was sought about Luke's likes and 
dislikes; strengths and weaknesses, socially and 
academically; favorite activities, objects; and perceived 
perspective toward school, academic work, and peers, 
(Atwood et al., 1985; Erickson, 1985; Goupi1 et al., 1985; 
Turiel, 1978). 
Toward the end of the first interview the participant 
was asked to describe his/her definitions of the 
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mainstreaming process. This was a more abstract phase, 
asking for philosophical, methodological, and futuristic 
responses. It was placed here along the interview 
continuum because the groundwork for developing a 
trustworthy relationship and a discussion of abstract 
thoughts had begun. Participants were more willing to 
provide such thoughts to a stranger if a bond of trust and 
respect had begun to be nurtured. And, participants were 
more able to delve deeply into their thoughts if they had 
been skillfully brought beyond the surface thoughts. The 
goal was to gather information about the successes and/or 
failures of the mainstreamed setting, as well as to 
identify perspectives regarding areas of needed 
improvement (Baker & Gottlieb, 1980; Chorost, 1988; Gans, 
1985; Erickson, 1985; Johnson et al., 1985; Safron et al . , 
1984; Schutz, 1967; Wielert et al., 1983) as seen by the 
participants. 
The second interview provided an opportunity to 
clarify points discussed in the initial interview and to 
discuss those events viewed during the observation. The 
interviewer also used this opportunity to ask any 
questions which had not yet been addressed, providing 
appropriate closure to the study. 
Participants were also asked to reflect on the 
meaning of their experiences. For example, had their 
participation in the study given them any specific 
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reflective thoughts? Making sense or meaning required the 
participants to look at how the factors in their lives may 
have effected their arrival at their present situation 
(Seidman, 1991). The combination of exploring the past to 
clarify the events that led participants to where they are 
now, and describing the concrete details of their present 
experience, establishes conditions for reflecting upon 
what they are now doing in their lives (Rogers, 1984). 
The goals of this final interview could only be effective 
if a trusting relationship had been established. 
Personal documents were acquired after the first 
interview. Materials such as Individualized Educational 
Plans, meeting notes, and evaluations were valuable forms 
of data collection. 
□bservat ions 
The observation schedule include sixteen hours of 
in-class time; five hours of nonacademic "free" time 
(e.g., recess and lunch); and one team meeting. A Fall 
parent-teacher conference was included within this team 
meeting. The reason for this variety is that this allowed 
observations of all personnel involved in the 
mainstreaming process. The handicapped student and the 
peers were in the classroom with the regular education 
teacher and/or the special education teacher. The 
students were together out on the playground without 
structured support. The parents were at school only for 
meetings with the staff. The administrators interacted 
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with parents primarily within formal meeting settings. As 
a trusting relationship was built, it was hoped that a 
communication link would be built among staff, parents, 
and the researcher so that the researcher would be 
permitted to observe these meetings. Also, availability 
and visibility on site enabled the researcher to learn of 
these scheduled meetings and ask to be a part of them. 
Extensive field notes documented interactions and 
events within the school day and were accompanied by 
observer comments. During the first interview with the 
teacher, documentation was obtained regarding the 
teacher's perspectives of his/her students with regard to 
their friends, high/low achievers, and social groupings. 
Care was taken to elicit the teacher's thoughts on these 
various mainstreaming issues as the mainstreaming process 
evolved in the classroom setting. 
During the less structured times (e.g., recess and 
the lunchroom), the observer described and took note of 
the students with whom the handicapped child associated 
(e.g., number, variety, ease of interaction, roles). 
Guidelines for additional patterns to be observed 
developed out of the initial interview. This observation 
was also tied into the second interview as a discussion 
tool for noting what was observed by the researcher and 
what was perceived to have transpired by the interviewee. 
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Clarification of similarities and differences were 
documented. 
During off-site work, the field notes were rewritten 
to document what was observed and add any comments made by 
the observer. They were complete, accurate and detailed. 
They were expanded to include an elaboration of the 
researcher's observations and/or thoughts through the use 
of a methods Journal. Within this Journal the following 
thoughts were included: informal conversations held with 
participants; reflections on the methodology and the 
design; documentation of the decision process of the study 
as it progressed; theoretical notes as tentative themes 
and assertions were identified for follow-up observations. 
Analyzing the Data 
The researcher was careful to examine the data in as 
many ways as possible to assure that a variety of themes 
were uncovered (Seidman, 1991). Interpreting and 
analyzing processes occurred throughout and after 
completing data collection. Analysis began with the notes 
of the first interview, followed by observations, 
subsequent interviews, or readings of written documents. 
Using Glaser and Strass C1967) constant comparative 
method, I looked for commonalities or categories in the 
data which reflected what was there and not necessarily 
what I wanted to see. I looked for themes or patterns 
that might link these categories together and to the 
I was especially interested in looking for 1iterature. 
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similarities and contradictions which existed (a) between 
what people said and what they did, and (b) among the 
participants. 
Categories of data were grouped into the themes 
according to how mainstreaming occurred within the school 
setting. I compared incidents as data were repeatedly 
reviewed in order to confirm or refute that these 
commonalities were grounded in the data. Some information 
seemed not to fit in these categories and was put aside 
until an ideas materialized regarding their use in the 
analysis. Some data never did find its way into this 
discussion, yet is likely to be appropriate for another 
study. Finding recurrent relationships between these 
commonalities and identifying these relationships formed 
the basis for theme development. 
Tentative themes (Atwood et al., 1985; Chorost, 1985; 
Knoff, 1985) were developed as the data were gathered. 
This first level of data collection was descriptive in 
nature. The data therein was categorized chronologically, 
based on the date of collection. Each page of a single 
interview or observation was dated. Passages of interest 
were marked. These passages were grouped as patterns or 
regularities were identified. The typed pages were 
photocopied and these copied pages were used in 
cut-and-paste organizational tasks to coordinate similar 
patterns within folders. 
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These patterns helped in discovering categories and 
i 
themes (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984). As work progressed, the 
preexisting literature provided comparative findings 
against which the tentative themes were matched. The 
researcher also looked for unanswered questions that the 
study might address. 
Following the symbolic interactionist perspective 
(Bogdan et al., 1975), this study became concerned with 
how participants defined the situations in which they 
found themselves. The data was examined to understand 
individual definitions and group or shared definitions. 
Data were examined to understand the basis of conflict or 
consensus among participants in the setting. Finally, 
relationships between the participant's definitions and 
their behaviors were examined. The work completed on 
espoused theory versus theory-in-use (Argyris et al., 
1987) and the concept of the reflective practitioner 
(Schon, 1983; 1990) were valuable guidelines used in 
examining the patterns and themes which arose from the 
data. 
The themes were researcher generated and/or 
participant named. This means that the researcher began 
to search for themes by organizing the data based on the 
information the researcher gleamed from the literature 
review and from observation. Participants also had input 
into the development of these themes. The tentative 
themes were presented to the interviewee during the second 
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interview for comments so the research could most 
accurately reflect the interviewee's thoughts. By 
presenting emerging themes back to the interviewee, the 
opportunity to clarify any potential misunderstandings was 
also made possible. 
The themes were a reflection of conceptual categories 
or labels, which provided explanations for these perceived 
themes (Griffin, 1991). The conceptual categories must be 
traceable through the data to the descriptive level of 
field notes. 
Reporting of Results 
The goal of the proposed research was to obtain a 
clear picture and understanding of the details of 
participant's experiences from their points of view. More 
particular1y, this study was designed to understand 
individual's perspectives of how they defined 
mainstreaming in general and how mainstreaming was defined 
within the boundaries of his/her individual experiences. 
It also sought to determine how their perceptions related 
to their actions in the mainstreamed setting. Do the 
participants say that the handicapped child belongs in the 
mainstream and is that statement projected within the 
classroom setting through environmental tone, 
organlzation, and teacher behavior patterns? 
Examinations of the similarities and differences 
among the participants' definitions was also reported. 
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For example, how does each participant define 
t 
mainstreaming? Do the definitions among participants 
coincide or are there glaring differences? These topics 
were a reflection of the interviews, the observat 1ons, the 
methods journal, and the review of the literature. 
The researcher took special care to avoid attributing 
causality within the study. As found in the research, 
definitions develop for each of us for unique reasons and 
in unique ways. The dearth of knowledge about how and why 
definitions develop make causal relationships impossible 
to generate (Hogan, 1973; Turnbull et al., 1979). 
Descriptors of an individuals definitions, however, 
enable readers to be more sensitized to the viewpoint of 
another. When we interact with another human being, this 
addition to our wealth of knowledge may provide us with 
the information we need to nurture a successful dialogue. 
The value of this study rests in a solid interpretation of 
the definitions held toward mainstreaming by the key 
players in this particular situation. The reader of this 
study will be able to use the findings, thoughts, and 
suggestions provided throughout the paper when he/she is 
working in the field to create secure building blocks 
toward improved levels of communication. 
Trustworthiness 
The value of a study also rests in the 
trustworthiness which can be built into it at various 
stages of the process. One manner in which 
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trustworthiness was built into this study was by the 
researcher's expressed interest in assuring that the 
information collected was reflective of its partic1pants. 
This procedure was monitored through peer debriefing, a 
process whereby the researcher has a constant sounding 
board with a co-professional who has similar interests and 
who gave suggestions, ideas, and guidance to the emerging 
findings (Merriam, 1988). 
Another method by which data was examined for 
accuracy was through member checks. This process involved 
the input of the study's partic ipants. To accomplish this 
task the researcher restated answers/comments back to the 
interviewee to assure that an accurate understanding of 
the communication had been obtained (Guba et al., 1981). 
Also, the observations were discussed to clarify 
perceptions. 
As yet another form of gathering trustworthy data, 
all interviews were audio-taped and transcribed. Because 
"many of the weaknesses and limitations of educational 
research can be attributed to the inadequacies of our 
measures" (Borg et al., 1983; p. 317), care must be taken 
to gather accurate information. 
Another method by which trustworthiness of this study 
was enhanced was through triangulat ion. "Triangulat ion is 
typically perceived to be a strategy for improving the 
validity of research or evaluation findings" (Mathison, 
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1988; p. 13). The concept behind this idea is to use a 
♦ 
multitude of resources for gathering the same information. 
Denzin (1970) describes four types of triangulation, 
including "...data triangulation..., investigator 
triangulation..., methodological triangulation.., and 
theoretical triangulation..." (p. 472). 
Data triangulation compares information gathered from 
a variety of sources. In this study the variety of 
sources refers to the inclusion of more than one 
individual as a source of data. Data tr i angulation also 
refers to gathering of information within differing 
situations, e.g., structured and unstructured classroom 
t imes. 
Methodological triangulation is the process by which 
a variety of data collection strategies are employed. In 
this study, methodological triangulation refers to the use 
of interviews and observations. Through the 
implementation of these two methods, the study's primary 
goal of learning how people define mainstreaming is 
sought. The study also pays particular attention to the 
espoused words people use to describe the term 
mainstreaming in the interview setting. This is coupled 
with the observations of the enacted behaviors portrayed 
while the participants are in the mainstreaming process. 
Theoretical triangulat ion involves the use of various 
theoretical viewpoints when analyzing the data. This 
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study employed theoretical triangulat ion through the work 
of Schon (1990) and Argyris et al . , (1987). 
Investigator triangulation employs the use of more 
than one observer and was not a component of this study. 
Only one researcher collected the data within the 
interviews and observations. 
The triangulation of data provides the researcher 
with a vast amount of information with which to describe 
the various answers to the research question (Lincoln &< 
Guba, 1986; Smith & Kleine, 1986) while simultaneously 
addressing the issue of validity. The above mentioned 
techniques of peer debriefing, triangulation, and member 
checks provide the study with internal validity, the 
extent to which one's findings are congruent with reality. 
The validity of a study directly impacts its 
trustworthiness. The stronger the validity, the stronger 
the trust factor. 
Triangulatlon, especially through the use of multiple 
data collection methods, provides the support for 
reliability as well as internal validity. Reliability was 
established by an audit trail. This involved a complete 
explanation, in the study, of how the data were collected, 
how categories were determined, and how decisions were 
made throughout the study. If anyone wanted to retrace 
the steps of the researcher, the notes and descriptions 
would ensure this process. Furthermore, a description of 
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the researcher's biases or a position statement also 
strengthens a study's reliability (Griffin, 1991; Rostand, 
1960). Personal biases, which cannot be carved out of the 
researcher because they are integral in the personality 
makeup, have been documented in the next section. Though 
all cannot be accounted for, the point is to be aware of 
the effect "rose-colored glasses" or blindness can have on 
the research. 
Personal Biases 
One of my biases rests in my concern that PL 94-142 
determined the need for handicapped children to have 
access to education in the least restrictive environment, 
yet the educational environment continues to require 
extensive adaptations. The actual implementation of the 
law requires money to supply materials, and money and time 
to allow teachers and other school personnel to change 
their educational techniques, philosophies, and even 
attitudes. Definitions for terms used within the laws are 
often unclear and are left up to others to clarify, either 
through trial and error or litigation. Little is known 
about what factors have influenced the way in which 
definitions develop. How the definitions change is an 
even less understood concept. The law has expected people 
not only to adopt new definitions, but also to change 
former definitions. My bias is that many people do not 
want to change and/or are afraid to change. Handicapped 
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students and even their peers are often placed in 
uncomfortable situations. The intent of the law is 
supportive and sensitive to the needs of the handicapped 
individual. Unfortunately, the implementation of the law 
does not always reflect its intent. 
Biases within the actual research process are also 
inherent in my work. The primary reason for the focus on 
interview and observation techniques is based on my bias 
that people do not often realize the subtilties of their 
behaviors. Mixed messages are often expressed by an 
individual. They may say one thing (e.g., attitudes which 
they think they project, which they want to project, 
and/or which they believe they should project), yet 
behaviors may portray quite the opposite. For example, 
people were found to be accepting of allowing homes for 
the handicapped, except when the suggestion was made that 
such a home be placed in their own neighborhoods (Tunel, 
1978). Thus the need exists to interview personnel as 
well as to observe them in the setting. 
And then, of course, my own interests affect the 
course of the interview. The way I ask questions, respond 
to answers, etc., all affect the manner in which an 
interview progresses. It is the role of the interviewer 
to make the interviewee feel comfortable so that 
experiences can be easily discussed. The interviewer must 
also take care to accurately document what was said and 
heard, reflecting the interviewee's intent. This brings 
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us to yet another bias. Communication between people is 
an interesting and complex interaction, filled with 
subtilties that can confuse even the most skilled 
interviewer. Miscommunications can easily occur. What is 
said can be misunderstood due to the beliefs, attitudes, 
and environmental factors (e.g., social and educational 
experiences) which have shaped our interpretat ions of 
communications. This also highlights concern over the 
effects these factors have on the entire research project 
- how beliefs, attitudes, and environmental factors affect 
what we say, what we hear, how we proceed with our 
questions, how we interpret information, how we categorize 
themes, etc. Biases are complex, both in their 
development and how they permeate every aspect of our 
daily lives to such subtle degrees that often their 
existence is completely masked. 
My final bias is the expectation that it is the 
interviewer's role to encourage the interviewee to relate 
experiences. It is imperative that opinions are not 
misconstrued as experiences. Though both opinions and 
experiences should be discussed in an interview, they need 
to be separated and validated for their importance. 
CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
The primary goal of this study was to develop an 
understand 1ng of the mainstreaming experience among 
participants, using interviews and observations of all 
personnel involved in the mainstreaming process of one 
handicapped student (Luke). This enabled the researcher 
to view the experience in its entirety and to examine the 
similarities and/or differences between what people say 
they believe and what they do. 
This chapter begins by describing the school district 
and the community in which the case study occurred 
followed by sections which describe the handicapped 
student and his educational program, as well as providing 
an historical perspective of each participant's 
experiences with handicapped people. This presentation 
format provides the reader with a framework for better 
understanding the findings of this study. 
Each participant's definition of the term 
"handicapped" and "mainstreaming" are shared, giving 
special care to highlighting the similarities and 
differences of these definitions among all participants. 
The themes which are presented grew out of patterns and 
regularities of the data which are followed by assertions. 
A secondary analysis of the data led to the finding of the 
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identification of the critical components of an effective 
mainstreaming program. 
The School District 
This district was rural, primarily made up of white, 
middle to low income families. The work in which the 
families were generally involved included farming, 
industry, or labor (e.g., builders, painters). Many 
businesses were family owned and were shared between 
generations. Within the schools, many teachers have had 
the experience of working with both generations, that is 
having the father or mother in school and now working with 
that father's or mother's off-spring. The community has 
recently been inundated with second home real estate 
owners, thus drastically increasing real estate prices far 
beyond the annual affordable income of the local resident. 
Town meetings were still run via open forum, which means 
that a moderator accepts verbal "yea" or "nay" votes from 
the participants on the "floor." Many people in the 
community do not vote for annual school budget increases. 
The School District itself was comprised of four 
towns and a variety of outlying early elementary 
buildings. Two towns each have a one-room school house 
which contains the Kindergarten program for each 
respective township. A third town maintains the 
Kindergarten through grade 2 programs in a small 
schoolhouse. The fourth elementary building houses 
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Kindergarten through grade 4 for that township and accepts 
students from the three other towns for the grades which 
were not represented in those outlying areas. The 
community values the concept of the community school and 
was proud to represent themselves as maintaining one-room 
school houses. 
The People Involved in the Study 
Initially, the personnel designated to be a part of 
the study included the Superintendent, the Director of 
Pupil Personnel Services, the Principal, the Regular 
Education Teacher, the Special Education Teacher, a 
handicapped student, his or her parent(s), and one of his 
or her non-handicapped peers. In addition to these 
people, other participants were included as the study 
unfolded because it became clear that they were an 
integral part of the handicapped student's school life. 
The additions were the Assistant to the Director of Pupil 
Personnel Services, the Assistant Principal, and the 
Guidance Counselor. 
The Study Unfolded 
The first phone call to initiate this study was made 
to the Superintendent of Schools during the summer months. 
It was my intent to request his approval, allowing me to 
work in his district, at a time when his work load ~as a- 
a minimum, so as to not inconvenience him. 
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We were able to establish a meeting time, at which 
point I explained the process of the study and who would 
be involved. He gave me his verbal approval and later 
sent me a written approval once the request had been 
passed before the School Committee. I also expressed to 
the Superintendent that I would be happy to make a copy of 
the dissertation proposal available to him upon completion 
of the study. My reason for placing such a time line on 
this offer was that I did not want my written work to 
influence the data collection procedures. 
Speaking 'with the Superintendent was informal in the 
sense that he attentively listened to my presentation, 
offering nods of approval. He expressed an excitement for 
my work and supported the need to include the key factors 
for its development (e.g., the inclusion of all partici¬ 
pants; the inclusion of the handicapped population; the 
behavioral and verbal components; and the personalized 
accounting associated with a case study). We also spoke 
of some new adventures which he was planning for the 
upcoming year. What I expected to be a short presentation 
turned out to be a 1 1/2 hour meeting of shared ideas. 
□nee the Superintendent's approval was received, I 
contacted the Director and his Assistant. Again, I 
explained my study and told them that I would provide them 
with a written copy of the dissertation proposal (Chapter 
1 -Introduction; Chapter 2 - Literature Review; and 
Chapter 3 - Methodology) at a later date. The previous 
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mentioned reason was given, again focusing on potential 
influences on the data collection process. 
Discussion with the Director of Pupil Personnel 
Services and the Assistant Director of Pupil Personnel 
Services centered around their questions regarding 
criteria for choosing a student. One question was whether 
or not I had a particular age level that I had targeted. 
My response was to have someone who would be old enough to 
be able to discuss various questions/answers with me, 
someone who was at least in the third grade. 
Another question they had was whether or not I was 
interested in working with a child with a specific 
handicap, such as one who was learning disabled or 
autistic. My answer was similar to that of the first 
question, stating that my primary concern was to have 
someone with whom I could communicate, someone who would 
understand my questions and have the language skills to 
respond. 
A third question they asked had to do with my 
preference regarding the amount of time the student spent 
in the classroom. I said I wanted to be able to work with 
a child who spent enough time in the regular education 
classroom to have established peer and teacher 
relationships and a classroom routine. 
Both the Director and the Assistant Director 
suggested Luke based on their observation that he was very 
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verbalf that his classroom situation would be one in which 
the majority of his time was spent in the regular 
education classroom, and that his parents would be open to 
such an endeavor. 
The Assistant Director of Pupil Personnel Services 
initiated the next step. She contacted the parents, 
asking only for their permission to provide their name to 
me. The Assistant Director explained that I would be in 
touch to establish a time to meet with them to explain the 
study and at that time I would formally ask their 
permission to participate in the study. She accomplished 
this task within a matter of days. By this time it was 
the beginning of school, a very busy time for all school 
employees. Yet, that did little to deter her. 
The parents, too, were willing to work with me. The 
initial meeting was easily established, as were all others 
which followed. Both parents agreed to participate in the 
study and were willing to also commit their son. Both at 
the initial meeting and all interviews which followed, the 
parents repeatedly told me not to worry about the time 
factor, not to feel "pushed out the door" (Interview, 
10/1991). The parents were flexible in their scheduling, 
even though we were often working close to the busy 
Holiday season of Thanksgiving and Christmas. They often 
said, "We are happy to give you all the time that you 
need, so please don’t feel that you need to rush 
(Interview, 10/1991). They added that they were 
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particularly interested in the study as it might shed 
light on Luke's educational development. They were 
unclear as to the specifics of how this study might help, 
but did offer that a person outside of the school district 
might observe parts of the program in need of adaptation. 
Before formally beginning the interview portion of 
the study all other personnel were contacted by phone. 
The Principal, the Regular Education Teacher, and the 
Special Education Teacher received an informational phone 
call. I provided my name, the fact that approval from the 
Superintendent had been received, that the Director of 
Pupil Personnel Services and his Assistant had already 
been contacted and that they had suggested Luke and his 
family as members of the case study, and that the parents 
had agreed to participate. I answered any questions I 
could at that point and told them that I would be in touch 
within the next four weeks to establish a time to 
interview and observe. 
When I first met with each adult participant, I 
provided him/her with the opportunity to view the written 
permission I had received from the parents regarding 
approval for me to speak with the various participants in 
the study about Luke's school program. The next step of 
paperwork was to go over the permission slip for each 
participant, describing my work and their rights as 
participants, and attaining their signature on this form. 
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Upon the completion of each interview, I copied the signed 
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permission slip and mailed it to each individual. I 
wanted them to have a copy so that they could view it at 
their leisure and ask me any questions which would further 
put their minds at ease. 
At the end of the interview segment of the study, the 
parents, teachers, Principal, and Vice Principal were 
given a copy of Chapter 1 of the dissertation and were 
told that a full copy of the dissertation proposal was in 
the Superintendent's and the Director's Office if they 
chose to delve more deeply into the study. 
Initially, there was no specific format for the 
interviewing/observation schedule. I expected that people 
would be interviewed as schedules permitted, with the 
exception of targeting the parents as the first to be 
interviewed. This decision was made out of respect for 
the parents. I wanted them to have the opportunity to 
express ideas, concerns, thoughts, etc., and to ask me any 
questions at the onset of this study. 
As I completed initial interviews with these adults, 
the suggestion was made for me to also include the Vice 
Principal and the Guidance Counselor in the study. This 
suggestion was based on the fact that these two 
individuals also played a large part in the school life of 
the handicapped student. Thus these two people were 
contacted and a first complete round of interviews was 
accomplished before the observation component was done. 
B2 
The adults in the study suggested that I complete the 
observation component of my work with Luke prior to 
interviewing him. This suggestion was based on the fact 
that they expected Luke to attach himself to me once he 
knew me, thus decreasing the potential for collection of 
observation data. Upon further explanation, all adult 
participants agreed that he would tend to stand with me 
and talk with me about various issues, e.g., Star Trek, or 
something of import in the news. 
The observations took up most of the following three 
weeks. The Regular Education Teacher would either 
schedule observations so that I could observe varying 
subject matter or varying types of student participation 
(e.g., lecture, independent work, cooperative work, 
listening to a story). Or, sometimes, mid-stream she 
would say that she was changing her course of events to 
provide me with an opportunity to observe a specific 
lesson of importance. Though I stressed that I did not 
expect her to do anything out of the ordinary, her 
eagerness to be an enabler was evident. 
Then a second round of interviews with the adults was 
scheduled as were the interviews with the students. The 
peer was chosen with the help of the Regular Education 
Teacher's input. She recommended the peer based on the 
thought that she would be able to express her ideas, being 
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a verbal child in the classroom and that she would be one 
who would provide thoughtful responses. 
Whenever I was going to the classroom to observe or I 
was planning to interview Luke, his parents were always 
informed. I did this because I wanted them to know when I 
was working with their child, I wanted their support, and 
I wanted them to be able to respond to any questions that 
Luke might raise when he arrived at home. Remember, for 
quite a while, Luke did not know who I was. When it was 
finally time for me to interview Luke, the parents 
prepared him for this experience at home, the night before 
we formally met. This was done to build support and 
alleviate any concern on Luke's part before I removed him 
from the classroom. 
A similar procedure was used for contacting the 
parent of the peer. This parent was initially contacted 
by the Regular Education Teacher, who, like the Director's 
Assistant was looking only for permission to give the 
family name to me so that I could contact them. Once such 
approval was received, I called the mother, who was 
excited to hear from me. Her husband, too, was busy 
working on his Master's so she could relate to my work on 
a graduate degree. Also, she mentioned that the 
experience would be wonderful for her daughter. She said 
that she liked to encourage her children to think about 
all issues and that this would be another opportunity to 
encourage this process. I met this parent at her work 
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place. The papers were piled high on her desk. She had 
just returned from vacation. Vet, she moved away from her 
desk and took the time to hear my proposal and to sign the 
permission slip, allowing her daughter to become a 
participant in this study. 
As the study began to come to an end and I was less 
involved in the participants' lives, I sent them a short 
note expressing my gratitude and explaining the stage of 
near-comp1et1 on of the dlssertation. I explained that I 
had written a first draft of Chapter 4 (Results) and might 
only be back in touch with certain individuals to fill in 
missing gaps. My reason for doing this was that I did not 
want them wondering why I had Just dropped out of sight 
and I did not want them spending time questioning my 
progress. Rather, I wanted them to be fully informed. 
The Handicapped Student and His Educational Program 
Luke was a mainstreamed fifth grader in this rural 
school district, receiving resource room services for one- 
half hour per day. He also participated in two half-hour 
sessions per week with the Guidance Counselor. The 
regular education classroom was self-contained in that no 
team-teaching or col 1aborative-teaching processes occurred 
and was one in which students completed all subject matter 
with their regular education teacher. Luke participated 
in all classroom activities with his peers; as well as 
gym, art, and music classes; and lunch and recess. 
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As I began my research project I spent a great deal 
of time acting as the observer. After three observations, 
I began to feel as if I were a part of the classroom, 
which was confirmed by the students that would often come 
over to me to ask me a question or to make a comment about 
something that may have happened. The time that was spent 
in the classroom was exhi1arat ing. In order for the 
reader to develop a grasp of the pulse of life which 
existed in this classroom, a typical description of Luke's 
classroom follows: 
The students sat together on the rug. The topic 
of discussion was their research project on 
Indians. The students were at the beginning of 
their project. They had been given a worksheet 
which would guide them through the project. 
Students were sharing which Tribe they had 
chosen and why. One student had chosen a tribe 
because he could spell their name. The teacher 
chuckled and said "Well, you could learn to 
spell a new word, too. Don't let that hold 
you back." All students but Luke had made a 
decision. The teacher told him that she would 
help him once they left the group. 
As the discussion concluded and questions and 
answers were settled, the students were told 
that they would have time to work independently 
and in small groups after the math lesson. 
The teacher asked them to put all Tribe work in 
their research folder and to return to the rug 
for a story. She reminded them that they should 
access many materials for subject completion. 
She suggested novels, short stories, 
encyclopedias, and maps. The room was filled 
with these materials and more. 
The story that was read to the students was about 
zoo animals in Japan during WWII. The story 
described the love the trainers had for these 
animals and the agony they went through in killing 
them for fear of their escape into the villages 
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due to a bombing episode. The students were 
enthral 1ed. 
Discussion ensued. The teacher asked "I want you 
to think about how war effects all of us." One 
student responded "I wonder if Japan reads stories 
like that about Pearl Harbor." Teacher: "What a 
great question." Further discussion followed. 
The students left the rug and returned to their 
seats for spelling work. Students worked in 
pairs. One student read the spelling words 
while the other one wrote them. Then they 
switched roles and corrected papers. Luke 
worked with a female peer. At first the peer 
was the reader and Luke was the writer. The 
process continued along smoothly. The peer cued 
into when Luke completed writing a word and then 
read him the next one. When Luke became the 
reader the process varied somewhat. When he 
read the words he held the book in front of his 
face. The peer had trouble hearing the words, 
so accommodated him by looking around the book 
and facing him, saying "OK, I'm ready." Now 
and then she had a look of frustration - a frown 
or a moan, be it because of the spelling task or 
the needed accommodations which were required 
when working with Luke could not be determined. 
Once completed, papers were handed in to the 
teacher. 
Then students were busy at work on "Literary 
Corners." They were finishing up book jackets 
or games which they had designed for one of the 
books they had just completed reading. 
Students then prepared for lunch. Their afternoon 
included math, gym, and time to work on their 
Indian projects. 
At the very beginning of their math lesson, the 
teacher needed to excuse herself for a moment as 
she was missing a child who had not returned from 
lunch. She asked the student, who at that moment 
had just begun working as the teacher of the 
lesson, to continue. As she left the room a 
marked change in the noise level was evident. 
Though students remained on task, more of them 
talked out and talked to their neighbors about ^ 
their ideas on the matter at hand. The 'teacher 
became more commanding as he barked out orders 
and expectations. The minute the teacher 
re-entered the room she thanked them for 
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continuing in their work and asked the 'teacher' 
to continue. At the same moment, the excess noise 
diminished considerably and the group worked 
efficiently once again as one person at a time 
spoke. The lesson was a review of a homework 
assignment on difficult division problems. Once 
the work page was reviewed, the students were 
dismissed to gym. 
During gym, the students first went in to change 
into shorts and t-shirts. [Having not been in 
upper grades for a gym period for many years, I 
found it amusing to see that the children changed.] 
The last to come out of the locker room was Luke. 
All other students had already been assigned to 
squads. It was as if the teacher expected his 
lateness, and saved him a spot. Quickly the groups 
took opposite sides of the gymnasium and began a 
game of dodge-ball. Team effort prevailed. 
Everyone was busy taking on an active part in not 
being hit by the ball and in tagging others out. 
The team effort was encouraged by verbal shouts of 
"Yeah, get that ball." and "Look out, there it is." 
The four squads switched places every 8 minutes, 
so that each team had the opportunity to play 
another. The gym teachers kept the pace moving 
along rapidly. Before long, it was time to change 
and return to class. 
Students returned to class hot and thirsty. 
Luckily a fountain existed in the classroom so that 
was not a time-consuming process. Students quickly 
settled into their work on Indians. They generally 
worked independently, using their peers or their 
teacher as an enabler to answering a question. 
Even though it was the end of a long day, 
students remained busy at work. Their energy 
seemed to spill over from their gym class. Smiles 
prevailed as they came down a few notches in 
activity level. They were attacking their research 
task with enthusiasm. 
Dismissal time to the untrained eye is chaos. 
Students are moving in all different directions, 
all at the same time. Somehow, in a ten minute 
span of mass confusion, the halls are empty and 
the buses are prepared to leave the yard. The 
school is hollow without the sounds of the 
students (Observation, 11/1991). 
Luke did not have a specific diagnosis, which was 
attributed to the Massachusetts regulations, Chapter 766 
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Chapter 766 requires a descriptive diagnosis versus the 
use of a label when working with handicapped students. 
Another reason may be due to the complexities of Luke's 
behavior and learning patterns, which will be described 
more fully in the following paragraphs. A third reason 
may be that he has moved in and out of many school 
districts, never providing each district enough time to 
get to know him and complete a full and continuous 
evaluation. 
This district has just begun this process and has 
received parental permission to have a neurological 
evaluation completed by an outside source. At a recent 
team meeting the regular education teacher raised the 
concern over Luke's ability to control his attention. 
I don't feel comfortable saying he can or 
cannot control himself. Do psychological 
or physiological issues exist? Can't we 
get Luke to a person who can make that 
determinat1on? Sometimes he complains of 
sharp pains in the top of his head. I have 
seen him experience waves of exhaustion, 
an ashen complexion. Once, Luke opened 
his desk and slumped into it and was out. 
I want to know more [about the reasons for 
these behaviors] (Observation, 1/1992). 
The Assistant to the Director of Pupil Personnel 
Services added to the concerns of the Regular Education 
Teacher. 
Luke becomes sleepy, cannot remember things 
at times. Luke complains of sensitivity to 
light, headaches, sensitivity to noise. I would 
feel more comfortable with a medical follow-up 
(Observation, 1/1992). 
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In describing Luke, he did not easily fall into any 
category. He was not mentally retarded, hearing-impaired, 
visual1y-lmpaired, or learning disabled. Instead, his 
handicapping condition was more evident in the affective 
domain of development. His attention, ability to focus 
and remain on task, and to participate in appropriate 
social interactions were sporadic. Sometimes he was on 
task and other times he was not. Yet, even with this lack 
of attention, Luke has managed to absorb curricula. 
Academically, Luke was able to read and complete 
math, science, and social studies projects when he was 
focused. His difficulty in learning new concepts and 
applying them comes with his inability to routinely follow 
the teacher's direction and to remain focused on the task 
at hand versus on his own agenda. For example, Luke was 
observed using his pencil as an airplane instead of 
completing his math worksheet. Another observation which 
depicted this lack of internal direction was that it took 
him almost 20 minutes to settle in for a 30-minute silent 
reading session. First it took him a while to find a 
comfortable spot. While everyone else was already 
engrossed in their reading, Luke was reading the cover of 
his novel. The book, opened, was facing outwards so that 
others could see the pages. At yet another point of 
getting settled, Luke was holding the book upside-down. 
During another observation, he was busy reading the map on 
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his desk which applied to one project while the remainder 
of the group was involved in completing a 1iterature/ 
vocabulary test. When the students completed their task 
they handed it in and went to work on their group 
projects. Luke was behind schedule, as it was at this 
point that the teacher realized that he had been 
misdirected. So, as other students moved on to complete 
the next step of their day, Luke was lagging behind. 
Thus, a skill may become difficult for Luke to master 
because of his inability to remain focused and on-task. 
He was also restricted in the amount of work that 
could be accomplished, given his tendency to become 
misdirected. For these reasons, the Special Education 
Teacher provided him with the opportunity to receive 
one-to-one support for developing and strengthening 
skills. The Regular Education Teacher and the Special 
Education Teacher reported that they were continuously in 
communication about his day-to-day needs regarding 
academic and social development, though they both 
commented that the time which was available to communicate 
was never enough and that the process was a "catch as 
catch can." They wished that such time could be built 
into the day, and joked about the fact that this could be 
done at 7:00 am as neither was willing to take any more 
time away from their students. 
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The regular classroom curriculum was also adapted to 
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meet Luke's needs. For example, instead of requiring a 
full page of Journal writing, the teacher would accept 
four sentences of thoughtful work. Or, instead of 
requiring 20 math problems, the teacher accepted the 
completion of every other problem. 
The parents reported that Luke demonstrated these 
behavior patterns since his early years in school. The 
father reported that 
he probably pays attention more than we 
give him credit for. I think he focuses 
more than his body language suggests 
(Interview, 10/1991). 
They said that Luke has always had difficulty with the 
written component of his work. It was not until the third 
grade that any form of written work was completed by Luke. 
The parents believed that this weakness was neuromuscular 
in nature, but that his lack of discipline compounded this 
weakness. Because Luke has always been able to respond 
verbally, he has demonstrated his knowledge development to 
various classroom teachers through language. 
Luke's parents go on to describe him as one who 
interacted well with adults. 
He is a grown up person in a little body. 
He has an adult frame of reference. He has 
adult conceptuality of the world. And, he 
deals with adults fine. He is concerned with 
world crises and all those things, just as a 
person ought to be. Children and Luke don't 
get along very well. Their concerns are not 
his concerns. He gets impatient with 
people who are not aware and self-consciously 
disciplined (Interview, 10/1991). 
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Socially, Luke tended to keep to himself. During 
lunch time he was often observed eating alone. As he did 
so, it appeared that his mind was busy with his 
imaginative thoughts. He was not looking around, seeking 
interactions with others. Instead, he would talk to 
himself and move his body to meet his imagination. Recess 
was also an "a-social" time for him. He moved about the 
playing field with the aid of his imagination. He was 
involved in such activities as rolling and airplane 
movements. Luke did interact with one other person during 
parts of his recess. The two boys were involved in the 
activities you would expect from younger students, e.g., 
chase games, rolling, and lots of physical contact. When 
it was time to return to the building, Luke rolled his way 
toward the door. 
Luke's parents questioned whether or not he was 
indeed a child in need of special education services. 
They were concerned that these services provided him with 
an escape hatch for not doing the quality or the quantity 
of work which they felt he was capable of completing. 
They felt that he was skilled in manipulating the 
situation and that he would get away with as much as he 
possibly could. Because they viewed special adaptations 
in his program as Luke's escape hatch, they questioned the 
appropriateness of these adaptations. 
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The professional staff in the school district were 
more concerned with Luke's ability to control his school 
related behaviors than were his parents. They were 
concerned about his inattentiveness and his social 
interactions with his peers. Daily, they worked to 
provide an appropriate plan which met Luke's ever changing 
needs. 
The Assistant to the Director of Pupil Personnel 
Services said that Luke's 
inappropr1 ate social behavior is standing 
out more and more as the other children are 
becoming more mature and are less tolerant 
of his immature behavior and inappropriate 
behavior. So that it creates social isolation 
for him (Interview, 11/1991). 
When she described Luke a smile came across her face. 
He is a very unique child, I'll tell you. 
He is very verbal, unusually verbal. He 
has particular areas of interest that he'll 
begin to share as you get to know him. He 
is very much interested in science fiction 
terminology. He is very bright. He is very 
creative. He lacks an ability to understand 
how his behavior and what he does impacts 
other people. He doesn't have that kind of 
insight and that creates a lot of problems 
for him. He doesn't see the consequences of 
what he does and how he creates things for 
himself (Interview, 11/1991). 
She expressed a concern 
was actively living in 
the use of medications, 
(ADD) testing this past 
She wondered if another 
existed other than ADD. 
that Luke felt isolated because he 
an "unreal world." She questioned 
though Attention Deficit Disorder 
summer ruled out this diagnosis, 
kind of a chemical imbalance 
Yet, because the parents have not 
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permitted extensive chemical testing, this information was 
unknown. 
Consistency among the professionals continued with 
the Regular Education Teacher. 
He is just tuned out. He is not antagonistic 
in any way. He says "Yeah, sure, fine, ok" 
when he is asked to get to work, but he cannot 
follow through (Interview, 10/1991). 
For example, the Regular Education Teacher and Luke talked 
about his need to work on a book cover. She asked him if 
he understood what he needed to do. He said yes and 
restated the task as per her request. He walked away from 
his teacher and wandered about the room doing things like 
viewing others at work, counting desks, etc. On another 
occasion, Luke was working by himself making corrections 
on a worksheet. Luke was staring into space, his teacher 
touched him on the shoulder and commented to him to get to 
work. He did so. As she left his side to work with 
others, she kept a constant scan on his progress. She 
said things like, "Luke, get out a pencil." or "Luke, get 
your pencil out and correct those three items on that 
sheet which are sitting on your desk. You can do a 
fabulous job." Each time she made contact with him he 
refocused, yet as she moved away (either bodily or because 
of a lack of direct language contact) he lost track of the 
task. He made airplane noises, bouncing in his seat as if 
actually riding in an airplane. 
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And then, she said, there were times when he was 
totally tuned in and the thoughts he shared were 
insightful and meaningful. For example, the group met 
together to discuss an assortment of issues. The teacher 
asked him to sit next to her at the "seat of honor." His 
response to her was "Why, does it have an airplane 
window?" The discussion moved on to the topic of matzoes. 
Luke was the only child who could describe their taste, 
which he said was "kind of bland bread that is very thin" 
(Observation, 10/1991). Another part of the conversation 
had to do with tattoos. Luke was able to describe, in 
detail, how tattoos were made and applied to the body. 
When his teacher asked how he knew so much, he told 
everyone that his father had gotten one "oh years ago, 
long before I was born." 
Luke was a regular education classroom member who did 
not often fit the norm of what was expected of the regular 
education, fifth grade student. His attention and his 
work output were sporadic. His learning style and his 
abilities were complex. Adaptations in his school 
curriculum and in teacher expectations were made to 
provide for his individualized learning needs. The 
professional staff took his learning style into account 
as they worked to design his educational program. 
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Introducing the Adult and Peer Participants in the Study 
As you read the following paragraphs you will learn 
about some childhood educational and/or social experiences 
each participant discussed within the interview. This 
information was sought to gather insight regarding 
specific experiences each may have had with the 
handicapped population. Primarily, I was attempting to 
better understand how each individuals perceptions toward 
the handicapped person may have been influenced by his/her 
experiences. Because some of the participants had limited 
or no experience with a handicapped person, I would gather 
information with regard to how each participant viewed 
educ ation. 
The Regular Education Teacher 
Mrs. Louison, the Regul ar Education Teacher, 
described many factors which may have contributed to her 
ability to view people as individuals, all of whom have 
strengths as well as areas in need of improvement. One of 
these experiences involved her mother, who was a 
psychiatric nurse. Though often afraid of the visits she 
had with her mother to the hospital, she felt that the 
conversations she had with her mother helped educate her 
and therefore dissipate her fears. These fears, she 
described, were due to the observation of abnormal 
behavior patterns and the age similarities that the 
psychotic patients had to both herself and her loved ones, 
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thinking that someone whom she loved could become a member 
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of this psychotic group. As she grew older and understood 
their handicapping condition, her fears were extinguished 
and replaced with an acceptance for them as people. She 
volunteered time with many patients as she grew older, 
primarily reading stories and poems to these patients. 
The Regular Education Teacher also reflected upon the 
direct influence her mother had on her outlook on life. 
She described her mother as one who "has an insight and 
(can) make right-on judgments about what someone is like 
as a human being. It is a sensitivity, not a Judgmental 
thing. It's deeper than that" (Interview, 11/1991). 
Another was her experience as a child within an 
elementary school. She described the school as 
progressive. "They had one of the first pilot sped 
classrooms in the area." Though it was primarily 
self-contained, the students were incorporated into the 
community of the school for all group activities (e.g., 
the Holiday Performance, lunch, recess, assemblies). 
She also reflected upon the educators of the school. 
They modeled their acceptance of the special education 
student. Mrs. Louison remembered that these children were 
treated as "human beings." 
As a sixth grader in that school, the opportunity was 
offered to each student to work in the special education 
classroom. Mrs. Louison remembered going in and doing 
cut-and-paste projects while not really understanding what 
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she was doing. She cites this as a valuable experience in 
gaining knowledge about the sense that these handicapped 
children were "children who were handicapped but who were 
foremost children" (Interview, 10/1991). 
The Regular Education Teacher has attended and led 
workshops, particularly on the topics of whole language 
and the emotional needs of the elementary school student. 
In an interview she stressed the importance of training 
respect and acceptance not only with the elementary school 
students but also with the student teachers whom colleges 
train. The Regular Education Teacher was concerned that 
teachers were required to work with the emotional needs of 
the students as well as the educational needs, 
whether they are equipped to do so or not. 
I think that many people do not even 
acknowledge the emotional component of 
education, creating a void in the classroom 
for the teacher and the kids (Interview, 11/1991). 
She suggested that training and developing an awareness of 
one’s emotional needs could be as simple as enabling a 
teacher to acknowledge the value and need for dialogue 
among people. 
The Regular Education Teacher's educational and work 
careers provide us with continued information regarding 
this teacher's interest in working with the handicapped. 
She was trained as a special educator, receiving her 
bachelors degree in that discipline. Her first Job was as 
a special education teacher with 7th and 8th graders. Her 
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next Job was also as a special education teacher, but with 
the Kindergarten through grade 5 population. 
The Special Education Teacher 
Mrs. Reis, the Special Education Teacher, had less 
specific memories of how her acceptance of the handicapped 
population came to be. She remembered receiving a hug 
from a Downs Syndrome child when she was about 10 years 
old. This occurred at a family birthday party. She 
remembered little except that he had a tight squeeze. 
As a beginning educator, she saw that the handicapped 
children in a program in which she worked 
loved to do the things that normal kids 
loved to do. They also had similar problems, 
like they were Just as stubborn and they were 
Just as happy when a party happened. I saw 
that there were more similarities than there 
were differences (Interview, 11/1991). 
This teacher received a dual certification with her 
bachelors degree in elementary education and special 
education and her masters degree in reading. She worked 
first in a classroom with "trainable children, as they 
were called in those days." She then worked in a 
residential school for emotionally disturbed students, 
ages 15 to 22. Her position prior to her current position 
was as a teacher of a self-contained resource room 
program. 
The Administration 
The Superintendent's experience with individualized 
education was a direct result of the support he received 
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as a child. Mr. Wood said that his own education helped 
him to realize his interests and talents and to channel 
them into successful life choices (e.g.f the conscious 
choice of determining work orientation). It was his goal 
to provide this successful environment to others. 
Mr. Smith, the Director of Pupil Personnel Services, 
said that he chose the field of special education because 
he was influenced primarily through his experiences with 
job choices. After graduating from college, he went into 
the Army. 
As a Private, I saw a whole other 
side, practical side of things. Then 
out of the Army, I studied criminology, 
sociology and then I became a Police 
Officer. I did that for three years. 
There was a piece missing Cfor me.3 I 
worked the midnight shift and after awhile 
the only people I knew were people who 
were out late. Then I thought about 
becoming a counselor. I went to work 
for a rehab center. I was a counselor 
for criminals. I didn't have to bother 
with the arrest part, but the rehabi1itat 1on 
part and that was interesting. Then I 
went to work for Ca3 school system. That 
seemed to be the most fulfilling because 
I was moving down the line of preventative 
work, here I had the most impact on the 
person. It is like a progression. I am now 
working with children, who are most 
impressionable and where I can make the 
most impact (Interview, 11/1991). 
Mrs. Hart, the Assistant Director, told about 
childhood experiences which she felt directed her toward 
special education and the handicapped. Her mother was 
always involved in fundraising programs for people with 
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handicaps. She worked for such organ 1zat ions as Easter 
Seals. 
It was instilled in me at an early age, 
acceptance of people with disabilities 
and handicaps. And, in High School, my 
first experience with working with 
emotionally disturbed children came out of 
a project where the kids from Hartford were 
bussed to our school after school hours where 
we engaged in a variety of activities, 
reading, crafts, etc. Kind of like a Fresh- 
air program, except they didn't stay over 
night. I worked with a child, one-to-one. 
I immediately clicked in with that and found 
that fulfilling. And, when I did my practice 
teaching in college, I always was drawn to the 
children who didn't fit the norm. They were 
a challenge for me and I knew I really wanted 
to work with that population (Interview, 
11/1991). 
The Principal, Mr. Towser, thought back to his 
childhood to express how his opinion of special education 
evolved. 
My older sister was handicapped. She 
was hydrocephalic after birth. [She] 
had a large head and was very retarded. 
She was asked to leave school in the 
8th grade because they felt there was 
nothing more they could do for her. I've 
always had the kind of feeling of thank 
God for the world of what is happening today 
because she was born in the 1920's. People 
gave up on her. Without the caring of my 
mother, where would she be? Looking back 
and even while growing up, Cmy sister] 
taught us all our math. We all sat down at 
the kitchen table and she helped us learn 
to read. [There was] simply no reason why 
she could not have progressed. 
My mother made sure there were opportunities 
for my sister. She made sure [my sister] 
was out in the world doing things. She would 
go to church and run to the store. Certainly, 
what was not accepted was that she would be 
degraded by people publicly or otherwise so 
that the task of our family to make sure we 
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were proud of our sister and we were. To this 
day, all of my children who remember their Aunt 
remember her as a funny woman who helped them 
and who loved them. It is a shame that 
handicapped people are treated with such 
disrespect (Interview, 11/1991). 
Mrs. Bru, the Assistant Principal, spoke of her 
experiences with the handicapped as limited. Her only 
experience she recalled took place during the summer 
months when she would vacation with her parents. A 
4 
neighboring child was multiply handicapped, demonstrating 
physical limitations and no expressive language skills. 
This child was remembered as one who enjoyed playing with 
small bits of paper. Mrs. Bru described her initial 
feelings with this handicapped child as fear, due to lack 
of knowledge. Though she said that the fear eventually 
dissipated, a level of uneasiness remained present and 
continue to be in her thoughts to this day. She said that 
she had an intellectual understanding but that she was not 
always secure with her own feelings on how to interact 
with a handicapped student. She said that her lack of 
knowledge was due to her lack of experience. She was not 
always sure how to communicate with someone who was 
multiply handicapped or nonverbal. The Assistant 
Principal noted that she held her special education staff 
in high esteem as she observed their ease of interacting 
and working with this special population of students. 
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The Parents 
The parents had no recollection of experiences with 
handicapped people either in their childhood or in their 
adult lives. As we sat at their kitchen table, I learned 
about their school and social experiences as children. 
Both parents grew up in the same city environment, 
though they didn't meet one another until their early 
twenties. Luke's father was born and went through all 13 
years of school in this city. He attended a Technical 
High School and upon graduation enlisted in the Navy. 
When he was discharged, he started College. Before 
graduation, he was married and due to financial 
responsibilities withdrew from college and worked 
ful1-time. 
During the mid '70s' I went back to college 
at night and went to [a] Technical College 
and picked up a credit here and there. And 
in 1980 received an Associates in Science 
Degree. Then in 1984, after heeding the 
call of the ministry, left my place of 
employment, sold the house and enrolled full 
time in [school], graduated in 1985 with a 
Bachelors Degree, was accepted to start in a 
school which trained for the ministry in September 
of 1985 and graduated from [that school] in 
1988 and [was] ordained in June 1988 (Interview, 
10/1991). 
Luke's father was a laborer, working for a large toy 
company prior to his return to school. He began as a 
machine operator, moved on to be a machine set-up person, 
and then worked as a part of the electronic game division. 
His Associates Degree in Science was in computer 
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maintenance technology, allowing him to have the skills to 
be a repair person and then a quality control technician. 
When asked to clarify his statement "heeding the call 
of the ministry" he easily went into an explanation. 
That is a long story of calling. The calling 
started when I was thirteen and I was baptized. 
But I was thirteen so the answer came back to 
finish school and grow up and when I got out of 
high school there was no way I could go to 
college. In 1963 they didn't have student loans, 
so if you weren't an A student there was no chance 
of a scholarship. So, I went into the Navy and 
then I got married and we got side-tracked along 
the way. But the calling was always there and 
always coming back. After we were married, we 
started going to church. And, I talked to the 
minister there about my calling. He said that if 
I could do anything else then do that first, so I 
did. I was an active lay-person in the church 
and I became a deacon and a youth group leader. 
But the calling was persistent and in '84 it was 
the time when I could no longer say no to it. It 
was a recurring idea that ministry is right all 
along. Almost a need (Interview, 10/1991). 
Luke's mother attended the same schools as did Luke's 
father, though separated by five years. Also different 
was the fact that Luke's mother attended the Business High 
School. There she developed secretarial and bookkeeping 
skills. After graduation, she decided not to continue her 
education as school was not "one of the loves of my life. 
Much of her decisions at this time of her life were 
impacted by what she described as a "whirl-wind 
courtship." In September of her senior year at High 
School the couple met. The proposal occurred in October, 
was accepted in November and they were married the 
following January. 
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These parents were asked about their experiences with 
handicapped peers. Luke's mother did not remember having 
any handicapped peers throughout her school experience. 
Luke's father remembered that the High School did its 
best to "accommodate people in wheelchairs and people with 
bad limbs, you know, broken or deformed" though personal 
experiences do not exist. He remembered that the school 
had a service elevator and people that couldn't 
climb the stairs could get permission to use the 
service elevator. So, there were some people with 
physical handicaps in the school (Interview, 
12/1991). 
The Peer 
The peer with whom I spoke, Marina, was the smallest 
person in her class, looking more like a second or third 
grader than a fifth grader. She was not overly talkative, 
yet not overly shy. When we met, she willingly left to 
talk with me. She maintained eye contact throughout the 
interview, and often smiled, especially when she began to 
speak about her experiences with the student who visits 
her classroom. 
Marina's only experience with someone who was 
handicapped involved a wheelchair bound student currently 
enrolled in her school. She said the class usually did 
something fun when he joined them in the room and she 
enjoyed the opportunity to help him. 
While we talked, Marina spoke of the meanness that so 
many students engage in with their peers. She said that 
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she really didn't understand the need to pick on people 
because of their differences. She said that such 
behaviors hurt people's feelings (Interview, 1/1992). 
What Does the Term "Handicapped" Mean9 
All participants were asked to define the term 
"handicapped." Many members of the professional staff in 
the school system provided a range of abilities/ 
disabilities which fit into this category. These members 
included the Superintendent, the Director of Pupil 
Personnel Services, the Assistant Director, the Principal 
and the Assistant Principal. The children, the parents, 
and the Special Education Teacher viewed this term as only 
applying to those who were severely handicapped. And, the 
Regular Education Teacher viewed the term as being 
enforced by society, but having little meaning for herself 
personal 1y. 
Mr. Smith, the Director of Pupil Personnel Services, 
said that 
a handicap is a disability that prevents 
a person from actualizing their potential. 
In order to be a handicapped person you 
have to have a disability. A disability 
has to be handicapping. There are some 
people who are disabled who are not 
handicapped. In other words, a person who 
has lower limb problems who has lost their 
limbs, if they have an occupation that is 
sedentary, that doesn't require use of 
limbs, then they are not necessarily 
handicapped. It would be a handicapping 
condition if they had to drive a car or a 
truck or something else. It means that the 
person is then unable to become gainfully 
employed. Now a handicap in an educational 
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system doesn't work that way. You have to 
have a disability. If you have a disability 
you are educationally assumed to be handicapped 
(Interview, 11/1991). 
Mr. Wood, the Superintendent, supported this notion 
by stating that the handicapped student requires 
"additional and specialized support systems" which came 
from the teaching staff. 
The Assistant Director, Mrs. Hart, continued along 
this train of thought and said that a student who was 
handic apped 
is a special consideration and they need to develop 
resources of alternative ways of approaching 
learning and life (Interview, 11/1991). 
The Principal, Mr. Towser, agreed with this thought 
process, defining a handicapped person as one who 
is unable to do things in the most normal 
of ways. Not necessarily that they are 
not able to do things but Just not in the 
most normal of ways (Interview, 11/1991). 
Mrs. Ross, the Guidance Counselor, used the term 
"dysfunctional" when defining the term handicapped. She 
said that this difficulty could be in the "physical, 
learning or emotional" realm and required some kind of 
"specialized attention." 
The Regular Education Teacher, Mrs. Louison, did not 
label children or adults as handicapped. Her response to 
defining the term "handicapped" was that "you are forced 
into being a handicapped person, not because you are in 
any way but because society puts you there" (Interview, 
11/1991). For example, because you cannot climb stairs 
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does not make you a handicapped person. But because 
society was built around the use of stairs your disability 
then becomes handicapping. 
Mrs. Reis, the Special Education Teacher, defined the 
handicapped person as ..non-ambulatory..." and 
“...non-verbal...". This was more similar to the way in 
which the children and the parents defined the term, 
viewing the more severe end of the continuum as those who 
were handicapped. 
Luke's mother was more broad in her term of the word 
handicapped, saying that he/she was “someone who has 
limitations on what they are able to do" (Interview, 
12/1991). Luke's father adds to this definition that a 
handicapped person was “someone that is severely limited 
and who has a major impairment" (Interview, 12/1991). 
When they discussed examples they described people who 
were deaf, blind, or wheelchair bound. 
Luke also used the example of a wheelchair bound 
person. 
Someone who is officially and recordly and 
for all purposes stuck to a wheel chair and 
cannot do what normal kids can do but they can 
think like normal kids like I can do (Interview, 
12/1991). 
Marina, the peer, also defined the handicapped person 
as one who was wheelchair bound or who has “problems." 
When asked what this word meant, she said "talking or 
walking. " 
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A general theme among participants was that the term 
handicapped" implied the need to make adaptations in the 
child's educational program. The difference among 
participants was the degree to which adaptations must be 
made. Luke, the peer, and the parents did not define Luke 
as handicapped. He was neither wheelchair bound nor 
severely limited. He worked within the classroom. He was 
mobile, could speak, and could hear. He could write and 
he could read. The professional staff viewed Luke as 
requiring specific educational adaptations to the regular 
education program. They may not all use the term 
handicapped when referring to Luke, yet when they 
described his educational needs and the program they have 
developed they described a student who received a variety 
of support services. Because the term handicapped means 
different things to different people, the dependence of 
this staff to use descriptive terms versus labels may be 
to Luke's benefit. This allowed everyone to clearly 
understand Luke's learning style, abilities and 
disabilities, and specific areas in need of adaptations. 
It decreased the opportunity for miscommunication due to 
different defined terminology. The staff were 
communicating with one another about the concrete aspects 
of Luke's learning needs. 
The different definitions come from the parents' 
knowledge of the range of disabilities contained in the 
term handicapped. Because they see people who were 
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handicapped as those who were wheelchair bound, they were 
not accepting Luke as one who was handicapped. 
In a team meeting, Luke's father said that 
most of his disability is due to a lack 
of discipline. I would like to see you 
put more demands on him. I hear your 
concerns about incapable versus unwilling. 
I think he can control it [attention] and 
you need to make demands on him. He knows 
the boundaries and will push. If he knows 
he will be punished, he will behave. I think 
it is time to consider moving toward a full 
work load. I have concerns that he is doing 
half the work load. I want to see the level 
of performance increase and the volume [increase!. 
He is able to educationally handle the work 
at his grade level (Qbservation, 1/1992). 
The staff's response to these comments rests in their 
concern about pushing Luke too hard. In comparison to 
last year, this year was characterized by fewer behavioral 
outbursts (to date two have been documented). The Regular 
Education Teacher, Mrs. Louison, said that she was 
concerned about his behaviors. Can he or can't he 
really control his behavior? What is important 
to me is that he get the work done successfully. 
I see him as striving to be social and to do his 
work. If I put too much pressure on him I will 
loose him. I don't want to sabotage what we 
have done (Observation, 1/1992). 
Mrs. Hart, the Assistant Director of Pupil Personnel 
Services, supported this statement. 
He is conceptualizing the curriculum. He does 
10 problems correctly instead of incorrectly 
completing 20 problems. I am concerned that we 
will create stress and break down the good 
[rapport! we have built (Observation, 1/1992). 
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In an attempt to bridge the gap which was evident at 
this team meeting, the Assistant Principal, Mrs. Bru, 
interjected her thoughts. 
The staff feels that he is working to his maximum 
level on his own. Dad thinks he is not doing 
enough. The neurological Cexaml will certainly 
give us more information on this matter 
(Observation, 1/1992). 
The team meeting ended with a summary of Luke's 
program and his work to date. Luke's father had been 
asking for more homework. Mrs. Reis, the Regular 
Education Teacher was concerned about work going home and 
not returning. She said that she would rather have Luke 
complete work in school because then she could keep track 
of it. Mrs. Bru, the Assistant Principal suggested that 
Luke's father read with him for a half hour each night. 
This would strengthen Luke's reading skills, and through a 
question and answer period, comprehension skills might 
also be enhanced. The teacher would still be able to keep 
track of work assignments and the family would be more a 
part of the educational structure. This was accepted by 
all team members. 
The controversy which existed at the team meeting can 
be more clearly understood when we view the various 
definitions regarding the term "handicapped." The primary 
difference was the parents' view that handicapped people 
were those who have physical impairments, e.g., visual, 
auditory, or limb. Because Luke did not fit into this 
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category, he was not considered by his parents to be 
handicapped. Therefore, they concluded that Luke's 
inappropr 1 ate school behavior was a choice factor and was 
within his control to monitor more successfully. In most 
of the staff's definitions, inclusion of a continuum of 
handicapping conditions existed, not limiting handicaps to 
the physically impaired but also including hidden 
handicaps in their definition. The Regular Education 
Teacher and the Special Education Teacher did not define 
Luke as handicapped, though were explicit in their 
agreement that he had very special and unique learning 
needs. It was more their aversion for the use of the term 
handicapped based on the negativism which had evolved from 
the term within society. This was a primary difference in 
definitions, and was the crux of the difference of opinion 
which occurred at the team meeting. 
The definitions which were offered by some 
participants regarding the term "handicapped" highlighted 
disabling characteristics. Terms which were used in these 
definitions included "prevents" and "unable." However, 
these concerns were represented within positive comments 
which discussed one who was handicapped as one who was 
able, yet who must find alternate approaches to everyday 
situations. This outlook guided this team's ability to 
examine differences as no more than a need to offer 
various approaches. Mrs. Louison took the strongest stand 
of all. She would not define the term, saying that it was 
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society enforced, and that no one was really handicapped 
but that each individual had differing strengths and 
weaknesses. In the classroom, however, Mrs. Louison 
repeatedly separated Luke out by name when providing group 
d irec tions. 
The professionals in this team viewed the handicapped 
child as a classroom participant in need of specific 
adaptations in the educational program. This did not mean 
offering a handicapped student a watered-down curriculum. 
Instead, adaptations which were implemented included 
asking the student to complete 10 instead of 20 word 
problems. Or, to read a short story about one of the 
Indian tribes and to answer specific questions about the 
book using a tape recorder, instead of asking this child 
to complete a research paper. The curriculum was adapted 
to meet each individual child's needs. The similarities 
among handicapped and nonhandicapped students were 
capitalized upon. They were the thread which tied 
everyone together, as all students required some form of 
educational adaptation at some point along their 
educational career. The definitions reflected the 
judgment that the adaptations were a valuable technique 
for reaching the goal of educating every child so that 
he/she may reach his optimal potential. 
The professional staff viewed Luke as disabled, not 
as handicapped. The distinction was that though a person 
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may have a disabi.li.ty, this disability may not be 
handicapping. Luke had a disability in that he had 
difficulty keeping his attention focused and remaining on 
task. He had a disability in his difficulty in monitoring 
his behavior and being self-disciplined. 
Although the staff tended not to the use the term 
"handicapped," they continued to view him as appropr1 ately 
placed in the Special Education Department primarily 
because this was the avenue by which appropriate services 
and adaptations to Luke's day were accessed. They also 
made specific adaptations in his program to meet his 
educational needs. For example, the Regular Education 
Teacher often separated him out by name to be sure that 
Luke was focused on the presenting material. They also 
expected that as Luke became older the adaptations in his 
educational program would become more demanding. These 
adaptations, too, would be accessed through the Special 
Education Department. 
The participants in this study were not bound by 
stereotypical expectations associated with labels. They 
preferred to view each child individually and to develop a 
program based on the child's specific needs. Because of 
this viewpoint they had difficulty working with the 
traditional and, in essence, Judgmental terms. They 
preferred not to make a distinction between support 
•> *. 
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services for handicapped and nonhandicapped students. 
They preferred the system and the people in it be more 
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accepting and less judgmental of others, providing 
adaptations as needed without having to access such 
support through a department with the stigmatized title of 
"Special Education." Given this definition, these 
participants must take care to continue to access the 
services which are available through the Special Education 
Department. Because the system is designed to work in a 
specific way, federal to state to school district, these 
participants must maintain a certain level of conformity 
so that the system works for them in a beneficial way. 
What Is Mainstreaming? 
Each participant in the study was also asked to 
define the term "mainstreaming." The definitions were 
characteristic of the role each participant held in the 
process. By this I mean that the actual responsibilities 
associated with the job title appeared to influence a 
particular viewpoint. Staff tended to define 
mainstreaming through the role of the personnel who 
followed him/her on the job flow chart. Central 
administration viewed mainstreaming through the eyes of 
the teacher. Building level administration and teachers 
viewed mainstreaming through the eyes of the students. A 
natural sequence of responsibility through the explicit 
chain of command seemed to depict the roles and 
responsibilities of all staff involved in the 
mainstreaming process. 
116 
This shared view of responsibility identified the 
various components which made up the mainstreaming 
program. This shared view enabled the various needs of a 
mainstreaming program to be met as staff cooperatively 
assumed the responsibilities of their individual roles. 
The role of each staff member was complimentary to one 
another. For example, the Director of Special Education, 
Mr. Smith, was concerned with providing a teacher with the 
appropriate support services so that she may meet a 
child's needs. Mrs. Louison was concerned with utilizing 
these support services to their fullest. If both 
personnel worked to meet only one of these objectives 
mainstreaming may be hampered. 
A common theme throughout the adults' definitions was 
that mainstreaming was viewed as a process by which all 
students work together. All adult participants were 
positive in their support of the philosophical importance 
of mainstreaming. 
Because the definitions tended to compliment one 
another, a cooperative and effective program existed at 
the espoused level of understanding for Luke. Cooperation 
among the professional staff only enhanced Luke's 
educational program, providing Luke with a positive 
mainstrearning experience. 
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Mr. Wood, the Superintendent of Schools, viewed 
mainstreaming as largely dependent on the skill of the 
regular education teacher. He said that 
the world defines mainstreaming by what the 
child does. I define mainstrearning by what the 
teacher does. Mainstreaming to me is when every 
teacher feels empowered to accomplish anything 
with their students at any level and then goes 
about it (Interview, 11/1991). 
The Director of Pupil Personnel Services, Mr. Smith, 
defined mainstreaming as it related to the need to match 
the students' abilities and needs with classroom support 
systems. 
Mainstreaming means that children, where 
possible, are placed in a classroom situation 
where they are likely to succeed (Interview, 
11/1991). 
Mrs. Hart, the Assistant Director, defined 
mainstreaming as the process by which you evaluate a 
student's needs and then place him/her in 
the least restrictive environment where these 
needs can be met Hand to be able] to capitalize 
on the strengths while adapting to the weaknesses 
(Interview, 11/1991). 
The Principal, Mr. Towser, also defined mainstreaming 
in terms of the building level needs of the student. 
Mainstreaming to me is very important. It is 
allowing that person to do as much as they 
can do with everyone else. And challenging 
them to do it and work with everyone else. 
They do have to be a part of as much as possible 
in the mainstream of everything, socially as 
well as educationally (Interview, 11/1991). 
Mrs. Bru's viewpoint also viewed mainstreaming 
through building level needs. 
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To me, ma1nstrearn 1ng is providing an opportunity 
for a student who has some type of learning 
disability an opportunity to be supported within 
a regular ed. environment in regard to that 
disability (Interview, 11/1991). 
The Regular Education Teacher, Mrs. Reis, defined 
malnstrearning only because society forced her to do so. 
She felt that all of her children belonged in her 
classroom and did not see that one was any different than 
another. Instead, they all have their strengths and they 
all have their weaknesses. She believed the concept of 
mainstreaming was meaningless in her classroom because 
everyone belonged. 
The Special Education Teacher, Mrs. Reis, defined 
mainstreaming as it related to the specific needs of each 
student. 
You want to allow the child to function in 
as natural a setting as possible and to 
provide limitless parameters instead of 
to provide limited parameters (Interview, 
11/1991). 
Mrs. Ross, the Guidance Counselor, defined 
mainstreaming in terms of the needs of the student as 
wel 1 . 
A student who has special needs is placed 
into a classroom with students who are 
not identified as having special needs. And, 
are treated the same in terms of homogeneous 
grouping and that they are in socially and 
academically in the classroom with the other 
students (Interview, 12/1991). 
The parents defined mainstreaming in the global sense 
of the word. They did not relate mainstreaming to their 
son as they did not define him as a handicapped person. 
1 IS 
The concept is to put people with impairments, 
especially people with severe impairments as 
nearly as possible in with the main group of 
people, hence the name mainstreaming. The state 
policy for the mentally ill and mentally 
retarded is the least restrictive environment 
and that is a part of the mainstreaming 
philosophy. So for every child the least 
set-apart environment is best for them 
(Interview, 12/1991). 
Neither the handicapped student nor the regular 
education student had heard the word "mainstreaming" so 
they could also not define its meaning. After the term 
"handicapped" was defined, these two students were asked 
"Where do these handicapped students learn9" Luke said 
that 
they really belong in the resource room most of 
the time. Or some of them may actually go to 
special schools, like schools for the deaf. 
They wouldn't be able to do the work, like 
writing and reading (Interview, 12/1991). 
Marina was able to support the Resource Room as the 
most appropriate placement for the handicapped child. 
I wish he Creferring to a particular student 
in her school who is multiply handicapped] could 
be in our classroom more. He is usually in the 
Resource Room. Sometimes he comes in to visit 
us for special projects. But for him to be 
in our room all day, the work would be too hard 
for him (Interview, 12/1991). 
All adult participants defined the term mainstreaming 
as an adjustment to the environment to fit the student s 
needs. They viewed the strengths of the child central to 
planning a program. They viewed the child as he/she was a 
part of the educational realm of the school day, including 
both academic and social interactions with peers. 
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Reflected in the definitions were the similarities versus 
the differences which existed among individuals and among 
the observed actions of these individuals. The tone 
throughout all definitions was respectful and supportive, 
concerned with nurturing the individual. This was seen 
extensively with Mrs. Louison, who often verbally 
supported Luke, separating him out by name from the rest 
of the class, during certain activities. 
Mainstreaming was viewed by adult participants as a 
function of placing children of all abilities together in 
a regular classroom setting. The definitions also 
reflected the role each participant held. For example, 
the Superintendent viewed mainstreaming through empowering 
the teacher. Because he worked more closely with the 
teachers than he did the children, his viewpoint of 
educational issues became reflective of the staff, whose 
lives he directly impacted. Therefore, his definitions of 
mainstrearning and the decisions he made toward fulfilling 
this definition directly impacted the administrators and 
teachers, and indirectly affected the children. For 
example, the Superintendent defined mainstreaming as 
requiring support services. So, he made materials, 
conferences, and personnel available to his staff. 
Building-level administrators and the teachers used 
students as their benchmark when defining mainstreaming. 
Therefore, their definition and work was guided by the 
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day to day needs and changes of the students. The staf f 
utilized the Superintendent's offerings, processed them, 
and used them when meeting the individual needs of the 
student s. 
Similarly, the parents also viewed mainstreaming 
through the impact such a program had on their child. 
Because this was how they defined mainstreaming, they were 
integral members in helping to organize a program which 
met the needs of their son. Since the students in this 
study had not heard this term before, they could not 
define 1t. 
The definitions of mainstreaming were supportive in 
that they cited the need to individualize and adapt the 
environment to meet the child's needs, to provide an 
environment which stretched children in their learning 
process but which did not frustrate. Though we will never 
completely understand how such perceptions are formed, we 
can suggest from this study that experiences that these 
individuals had, both as children and as adults, may have 
helped to develop their perceptions. Most of the 
professionals in this study described childhood 
experiences with people who were different1y-ab1ed. We 
can only stipulate that such experiences helped these 
individual's view people in a more accepting manner, not 
stopping at face value, only seeing differences as 
weaknesses. Their experiences may have taught them a 
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sensitivity to accept the differences and to capitalize on 
the strengths. 
Themes which Emerged from the Data 
The themes in the study were based on the categories 
generated from the data. The three themes which surfaced 
from the transcripts included: respect, support, and the 
value of communication (see Figure 2). Each of these 
themes and their supporting data will be presented and 
discussed in detail in the sub-sections which follow. 
Respec t 
For the purpose of this study, respect was defined as 
a high regard for the individual, allowing for differences 
in beliefs, opinions, and values. Respect was reflected 
within the statements that were made, documenting concern 
for the individual. This form of verbal respect was 
characterized by a nonargumentative and nonthreatening 
tone of voice. Respect was observed through the process 
by which these verbal statements were put into action. 
For this team, educational efforts occurred through 
cooperative and col 1aborative efforts, giving 
consideration to all ideas which were shared; a 
willingness to listen to others' points of view; and the 
presence of a nonthreatening environment. With these 
forms of respect evident in a situation, secondary levels 
of respect also surfaced. They included the value placed 
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on each person's professional expertise and the acceptance 
♦ 
of each person as an individual. 
Professional respect between and among profess 1onals 
was observed through each person's role within the 
mainstreaming process. The specialized input that each 
staff member brought to the educational arena was 
stressed. Also, staff appreciated the opportunity to 
brainstorm among themselves to meet the educational needs 
of the students with whom they worked. They realized that 
they did not work in a vacuum but that the input of others 
enhanced their work. 
Staff input was important to the Superintendent for 
making district decisions (e.g., using staff on a 
principal search committee, or writing curriculum). He 
discussed issues with his staff in a nonargumentative 
fashion and sought their advice for problem-solving. He 
realized that it was impossible to make all of the people 
happy all of the time. Ultimately, though, he saw 
decision-making as his responsibility. Yet, Mr. Wood 
chose not to make these decisions in a vacuum, but chose 
to better understand various viewpoints so that he could 
then weigh different thoughts and make an informed 
decision. He demonstrated verbal (e.g., problem solving 
discussions) and nonverbal (e.g., a willingness to listen) 
respect toward the people with whom he interacted. 
He saw the Regular Education Teacher, Mrs. Louison, 
as the one who must reach all children and who must be the 
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one primarily responsible for all children in his/her 
c1assroom. 
I treat the teachers as professionals who 
have talents and special interests and 
abilities which are respected and honored... 
they are asked their opinion and allowed to 
be a voice in things. Before you know it, 
the whole climate is doing the same thing for 
the kids. As your self-image goes for a teacher, 
so goes the self-image of the kids (Interview, 
11/1991). 
Mr. Wood, the Superintendent set a tone of respect 
for his staff which he hoped would be transferred to the 
students. With regard to the students, he saw education 
not as a set of system-bound hoops that children must Jump 
through, but as a system which provided individualized 
goals for each child, based on their academic and 
social/emotional needs. He saw the system as sometimes 
hampering the "natural curiosity and beautiful interests" 
(Interview, 11/1991) as children were channeled through 
the hoops built by and for the system. 
The Director of Pupil Personnel Services, Mr. Smith, 
believed in the importance of sharing the ideas from all 
participants at the CORE team meeting, including the 
parents, the staff, and the students. He wanted their 
input and ideas and based his decisions on the 
conversations which occurred. He saw the team of 
professionals with whom he worked as "problem solvers. 
Mrs. Louison's, the Regular Education Teacher, 
educational goal reflected her desire to provide the 
ll 
126 
students with "self-respect and respect for other people" 
(Interview, 11/1991). She made this statement in her 
interview and she demonstrated this goal in her classroom. 
She did not degrade students for an incorrect answer, but 
restated her question to enable the students to better 
understand. She monitored their needs and worked along a 
continuum of eye contact, verbal contact, and physical 
support (e.g., standing close to a student or touching a 
student on the shoulder), particularly providing Luke with 
the specific amount of intervention so to attain success. 
In her work to attain this goal, she would often single 
Luke out by name when giving directions to the class. She 
worked to provide him with Just enough external support so 
he would develop self-direction strategies. 
Following is an example of how the Regular Education 
Teacher modeled respect and how she attempted to build 
Luke's ability to be respectful of others. 
The regular education teacher was viewing the 
spelling books that were returned by all students. 
She called Luke over to her and said: "Luke, 
this is wonderful and creative, except it is 
creative writing in your spelling book." Her 
facial expression was a frown. Her tone of 
voice was calm and quiet. She said: "From a 
teacher's point of view, which is preferable?" 
Luke pointed to the more clearly written example, 
not his work (Observation, 10/1991). 
She did not demean. Instead, she asked questions which 
guided Luke toward making the "correct" conclusion on his 
This process built on his ability to respect his own. own 
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choices as he improves his skill in guiding his behaviors 
\ 
and decisions toward those which were acceptable. 
During a team meeting, Mrs. Louison stressed the 
respect that she and Luke shared. She felt that he was 
working to his maximum at this time and that she could not 
push that without taking the chance of also losing the 
positive comfort level which had been achieved in the 
classroom. Mrs. Louison said that "she must respect his 
abilities for what they are" (Observation, 1/1992). 
Her level of respect was demonstrated in the 
classroom through the flexibility she afforded children, 
through her voice, and through her body language. 
Regarding flexibility, each child was working on an 
individualized educational plan. For example, each child 
was reading a different novel. Each was chosen under the 
direction of the teacher to meet their reading level and 
interests. Further, children were frequently involved in 
cooperative learning projects. At this time each student 
within a group was assigned a task. Mrs. Louison 
monitored this process, be it teacher or student directed, 
so that children were able to take on roles some days at 
which they excelled, and on other days to take on roles 
which needed strengthening. Roles in a small group might 
include notetaker, leader, or participant. 
Mrs. Louison's tone of voice was calm and respectful. 
The things she said to the students were supportive. For 
example, she guided children through a series of questions 
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so that they might come to the appropriate conclusion on 
their own. She repeatedly asked the children "Why?" 
questions. Whenever an answer was given, she accepted it. 
Though it may not be absolutely correct, she found some 
part of it which was applicable to the situation and would 
state that. For Luke, she singled him out by name and 
provided constant comments in an attempt to keep him on 
task. For example, "Are you with us Luke?" or "Luke, did 
you hear that question?" or "Are you all thinking about 
that question? Luke?" 
Mrs. Louison's body language reflected her interest 
in building a respectful environment. She calmly moved 
about the room. She was always scanning the group, both 
with her eyes and with her body, to be able to guide where 
needed and to allow students to proceed independently 
where successful. She made her presence known. Often 
times when she saw someone off track, simply moving toward 
them would enable them to refocus. She often stood near 
Luke during a group lesson, while still scanning the room. 
Mrs. Hart described the respect that she had for Mrs. 
Louison as follows. 
CLukel is not ignored in the classroom. 
He is really included and she [understands! 
where he is and she'll give him those 
verbal and physical supports to keep him 
on task and to allow him to be integrated 
with the other children and not stand out. 
I think that really takes a special person 
(Interview, 12/1991). 
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Mrs. Hart respected the skill that Mrs. Louison offered 
all students, with special appreciation given to the 
program that was offered to Luke. She also respected the 
District's emphasis on addressing the emotional realm of 
the child's and the family's development. Mrs. Hart cited 
the reason for this philosophical base as stemming from 
the Director's value system. She said that other 
districts did not place as much emphasis on the emotional 
development of the child because their Director of Pupil 
Personnel Services did not value this area of development. 
She respected Mr. Smith's philosophical approach to 
education and she respected the district's ability to 
support this philosophical base. 
The team sought one another when brainstorming was 
needed. For example, at one point the Regular Education 
Teacher was concerned about a specific classroom incident 
with Luke and was especially concerned about the 
transference of anger which might occur on the bus. She 
spoke to the guidance counselor and the Special Education 
Teacher, seeking their input on the appropriateness of 
allowing Luke to take the bus home. Between the three of 
them, a joint decision was made. Although Luke did take 
the bus home, the bus driver was asked to allow Luke to 
sit at the front of the bus. Luke's parents were also 
called so that they would be informed of the incident and 
not be surprised by Luke's attitude when he arrived home. 
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The Director and the Assistant Director of Pupil 
Personnel Services, the Principal, the Assistant 
Principal, the Guidance Counselor and the Special 
Education Teacher also demonstrated verbal and nonverbal 
respect toward peers, students, and parents. They 
discussed issues in a nonargumentative tone. They were 
observed to be able to agree to disagree on issues and to 
use a problem solving approach to dealing with various 
issues. They were observed to listen attentively and to 
provide input in the conversation which was responsive to 
expressed concerns (10/1991, 12/1991). 
Parents, too, were observed to discuss issues in a 
positive, nonargumentative tone (10/1991, 1/1992). Eye 
contact was maintained and interrupt ions were lacking. 
The children in the classroom demonstrated similar modes 
of respect when interacting with one another and with 
adults. The difference for the students was evidenced on 
the playground. Children from all classrooms were present 
during this time. A positive verbal approach, kindness, 
an accepting body posture did not always exist. For 
example, students from a homeroom different from Luke's 
were observed imitating his awkward behaviors as he 
entered the building. In this specific instance, Luke was 
returning to the building not by walking in but by rolling 
toward the door. The students laughed and mimicked this 
behavior. Outside of the controlled environment of the 
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classroom, students were less able to maintain a 
respectful approach toward one another. 
Respect did have it's boundaries; individuals were 
not given carte blanche for all issues at all times. The 
respect was afforded to individuals within their roles. 
For example, the Superintendent, Mr. Wood, offered his 
staff respect in that he sought their input regarding a 
decision. Yet, this did not mean that he allowed a staff 
member to make decisions which were the Superintendent's 
responsibility. 
I found that as I went up the 1 adder in 
this career I can see more of those 
constraints clearly and I am in a position 
to deal with them. And, I am in a position 
to do an overall thing, which I think is 
the key to everything. And that is to treat 
teachers in the same way Cas I do the students, 
helping them to discover their talents], 
(Interview, 11/1991). 
Mrs. Louison offered respect in that she valued each 
individual's personal interest and created an environment 
which allowed for students to make a choice. However, she 
took the responsibility to determine these choices and to 
establish the boundaries. 
Respect was also evident as it was shared among 
participants in their expectation of role delineation. 
For example, teacher's performed their roles in the 
classroom and offered the Superintendent their thoughts 
when asked to do so. They did not expect to make the 
final decision regarding global school needs. They 
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expected Mr. Wood, the Superintendent, to do that. Too, 
\ 
the students did not expect to make curricular decisions, 
but were accepting of their role to make decisions within 
the curricular boundaries which were established. 
Support 
Support was characterized as the assistance that was 
offered one another. Support was offered in many 
different areas, i.e., emotional academic, resources, 
professional, and personal. Collaborative efforts and the 
confidence that the staff shared in one another allowed 
the staff to seek autonomy in their jobs, engage in 
risk-taking, and openly express their opinions. This 
level of support extended beyond face validity; what 
people said to one another was in fact semantically 
synonymous. 
All adult participants discussed the types of support 
that they offered and they felt were necessary within the 
educational program. Mr. Wood, the Superintendent, 
supported the work that his staff completed in the 
classroom by providing his staff with a variety of 
materials, equipment, and auxiliary personnel. When he 
discussed the support services for the classroom teacher 
he described a variety of sources which he felt were 
necessary. 
CWhenJ they have training, resource opportunities, 
...time to think and to dialogue... 
Cthey can] use the resource room teacher 
as a consultant, too. A teacher has 
kids who learn in different ways and at 
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at different levels. Cl strive to have] 
every teacher feeling that they have the 
knowledge to meet the needs of the individual, 
to use various materials, methodologies, and 
peers for ideas (Interview, 11/1991). 
He believed that the people with whom he worked were 
all striving to meet the needs of the students and the 
district. 
CMrs. Louison's] class has already read 119 books. 
Last year they read 1022 books. These kids won't 
put their books down. Parents tell me what is 
going on with their kids. There are all these 
breakthroughs when you have these talented and 
caring people (Interview, 11/1991). 
He has repeatedly asked staff to present their 
classroom programs to the School Committee, confident that 
the teachers' work was reflective of the needs of the 
individual student. Or, he was often a part of working on 
new programs with staff, striving to meet the needs of the 
student population. 
You basically say to the kids, here is a new 
experience. And then you say to them, would 
you like to learn more and the kids identify 
themselves, they have to compact their curriculum. 
Kids may give up their recess to learn more about 
photography or horses (Interview, 11/1991). 
Mr. Wood also noted the support he provided the 
students. He used his teaching days as a frame of 
reference. 
Everyone of those kids knew that I wasn't 
channeling anybody anywhere. There were some 
things we all had to get through but they knew 
what we were after was I was helping them discover 
their talents and they all knew they had some 
(Interview, 11/1991). 
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Mr. Smith, the Director of Pupil Personnel Services, 
addressed the importance of dialogue among professionals 
to determine how to support staff needs. This approach 
was vital to him for preparing an effective educational 
program. 
When you bring Ca concern] to someone else you 
are hoping that someone else can figure something 
out for you and for the student. There is a 
willingness on the part of that person to share 
their problem with someone else. That is half the 
battle right there. If the teacher or principal 
didn't want to relinquish that or had his 
own view he wouldn't be there Cfor ideas.3 
Or if he was there he'd be fighting tooth and 
nail and wouldn't be able to take in other 
opinions. But, they are there because they 
want input. That is not a sense of power, but 
they are looking for solutions. And if you can 
be resourceful enough to come up with a whole 
bunch of ideas of things then that is a sigh of 
relief. I have had meetings with power struggles. 
You have those, too. They get pretty heavy. And 
then it becomes a matter of whose professional 
opinion will be respected. Those contests are 
terrible. There is no sure thing that what you 
know is what will work. But, how you relate to 
people and how you get people to Join together 
is a skill. How will you get the image of 
helping? It can only be from your voice and the 
way you hold yourself and the way you project 
(Interview, 11/1991). 
Mrs. Reis, the Special Education Teacher, spoke 
highly of the Assistant Principal, describing the support 
she had received from the Assistant Principal. 
I think another very strong factor in the 
mainstreaming process is the support received 
by the assistant principal. I give her all the 
credit in the world because when there is a 
behavior problem with a student, she is there 
dealing with it. You feel there is some 
consequence and some plan in effect and 
you feel you are getting support from her. 
She has a real big impact on the smoothness 
of it all (Interview, 11/1991). 
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The Special Education Teacher supported the 
professional role that many of the regular education 
teachers have assumed. She said that they have worked 
hard to adapt their curriculum to meet the individual 
needs of the students. 
I will give them a lot of credit. They 
never said "No I won't." But instead said 
"How will I." And I think that is to their 
credit (Interview, 11/1991). 
The students in the classroom, too, demonstrated 
support and received support. The teacher afforded the 
students support in the way that she organized the 
environment. For example, she expected that they would be 
able to make developmental1y appropriate decisions. She 
did not expect them to remain self-directed without 
boundaries and to know what was within the curriculum 
which needed to be learned. She did expect that they 
would be able to choose among options so that they would 
be able to meet the curricular demands of their school 
day. The Regular Education Teacher provided the students 
with a variety of books on Indian tribes from which to 
choose. She did not expect them to know that this 
curriculum component was a part of their grade five 
program, nor did she expect them to access these books 
independently. Instead, she made a variety of readings 
available to students, which they then chose based on 
personal interests. The classroom was organized so that 
students could access the materials that they needed. A 
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range of difficulty in the materials was also available to 
\ 
these students. For example, they could choose picture 
books or encyclopedias for their research project. Or, 
they could read a novel which was designed for the more 
expert reader, or a novel could be chosen which was 
written for an early reader of chapter books. Students, 
in turn, were expected to work within the clearly 
established boundaries and guidelines. 
Support was evident in the team meeting in that 
thoughts were openly shared without concern for 
repercussion or reprimand. Even when a thought would 
raise an issue of disagreement between or among team 
members, the importance of each team member's judgment was 
viewed as more important to share than to hold back so to 
avoid disagreement. People often put themselves out on a 
limb, yet were not afraid to do so given the team support. 
Support was also built within the boundaries of 
participants' roles in that the role that each member 
attempted to portray was perceived by co-workers. Mr. 
Wood viewed his role as setting a tone of a supportive and 
respectful environment, thus providing the staff with a 
context in which to succeed in their work with the 
students. This directly impacted Luke's educational 
program, as staff were given the encouragement to strive to 
provide the most appropriate program for him. He said that 
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I am in a position to remove constraints. 
And I am in a position do to an overall thing, 
which is the key, and that is to treat teachers 
in a way that shows that their talents and special 
interests and abilities are respected and honored. 
Sometimes being the Superintendent Just allows 
you to take all the flack so the teachers can 
do their thing. There doesn't seem to be any 
end to the challenges that get in the way of 
trying to do what I want to do (Interview, 
11/1991). 
All staff commented on the supportive tone that was 
set by the Superintendent. Mr. Uood was sending out the 
same message which was being received. They felt he was 
listening to their ideas and supported their creative 
efforts in meeting the challenges students set forth. 
Mr. Smith, the Director of Pupil Personnel Services, 
built support by validating concerns, listening and 
problem solving were roles he projected. He worked hard 
to set a mood and a climate so that if a staff member had 
a worry or a problem "they could ask you and they won't 
feel that they will be criticized or put off" (Interview, 
11/1991). 
Mrs. Hart, the Assistant Director of Pupil Personnel 
Services, described the type of emotional support she was 
able to offer teachers and parents. 
Cl want to] ensure that I am listening to what 
their Cteachers, parents] concerns are, making 
sure that anything that needs to be addressed is 
being addressed administratively, if a meeting 
needs to be set up that it is set up. If a 
teacher is having a hard time that she can feel 
that there is someone who can listen and possibly 
offer some alternative strategies and if I 
can't that we can team it and find out whether 
there is something else that can be done 
(Interview, 12/1991). 
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All staff appreciated the support provided by^the 
Assistant Director. She was seen as one who was readily 
accessible, able to plan for needs as they arose, and a 
willing problem solver. 
Though Mr. Towser, the Principal, took on less of an 
active role in the Special Education Department, all staff 
commented that they believed he was supportive of their 
work. They noted his concern and effort to provide 
services where needed and for caring about the 
individualized needs of all children. 
Mrs. Bru provided support to teachers, students, and 
parents through her role as a facilitator, listener, and 
creator of ideas. She facilitated meetings by setting 
them up where needed and participating in these meetings 
to help problem solve. She also saw herself as a 
facilitator in that she set the stage which allowed people 
to have the opportunity to try something new, when in 
their opinion that was the best strategy for the child. 
Her role as brainstormer was to help work through the 
ideas of others or to present ideas to others and to be a 
part of clarifying that idea. She saw her role as one who 
then was the overseer of this new strategy and a part of 
the assessment process regarding it's success. 
I do feel very strongly that my role is a 
facilitator. I take that role very seriously. 
As a facilitator I feel that my role is to 
be an active listener, to be as open to what 
people are saying, to what suggestions they 
might have, to what ideas they might have, to 
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encourage them, especially encouraging them 
in areas of risk taking and nontraditional 
approaches. If they have spent some time 
considering something and really want to try 
it then I want to be the person to support 
them. Again, the active listening is very 
important, having an open door policy or saying 
come in and see me and if you can't see me at 
least write me a note and let me get back to 
you. Getting back to people, expediting their 
requests (Interview, 11/1991). 
The Assistant Principal was highly praised, 
especially by the Regular and Special Educators, because 
she was a supportive listener and open to alternative 
educational ideas. This was evident in the staff’s 
frequent contact with the Assistant Principal as well as 
in the cooperative tone which was present at team 
meetings. 
The teaching and guidance staff described their roles 
more in terms of how they supported the interface between 
special education and the student body. The Guidance 
Counselor described her role as multi-faceted. She may be 
involved in identifying children in need of special 
education services, working as a member of the CORE team 
and determining what the child’s needs were and how they 
would be met, being responsible for follow-up work through 
review meetings, being a liaison between parents and 
teachers on behalf of the child, or keeping in touch with 
the teacher about any specific work that is being done 
with the child. She considered that she was always an 
advocate for the child. 
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In planning from year to year, the Guidance Counselor 
has also been responsible for being aware of various 
teacher styles. This process clearly enabled Luke's 
educational process, as she would be particularly 
sensitive in identifying appropriate versus inappropriate 
classroom placement. 
What teachers would be more amenable 
to adjusting and either have qualities 
that are nurturing or an understanding of 
what a child may need and are willing to 
go further with their extensions to meet 
these needs. I work around the idea of 
teacher personality before looking at what 
student should really go in to a classroom. 
We take a lot of factors into consideration 
trying to match up children with a teacher 
(Interview, 11/1991). 
The staff members appreciated the one-on-one work 
that the Guidance Counselor completed with Luke, citing 
the support she provided them in addressing difficulties 
which arose in the mainstream and being a liaison between 
the home and the school environments. 
The Regular and the Special Education Teachers 
described their support roles as facilitators of the 
immediate educational environment in which the students 
work. The Special Education Teacher saw herself as an 
educator for the students and as a strategizer with the, 
Regular Education Teacher. She was conscious of the 
importance of problem solving as a unit and was willing to 
"do whatever I can within my power to help you deal with 
the student" (Interview, 11/1991). The Special Education 
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Teacher worked to be a part of the regular education 
♦ 
classroom where appropriate and in any way that the 
Regular Education Teacher was comfortable. The Regular 
Education Teacher worked to impart curricular knowledge to 
all students, to build cooperative learning abilities, and 
to enable all children to become effective learners. 
The Regular Education Teacher was highly praised by 
all. They felt that she was a gifted teacher, "a true 
find" (Interview, Special Education Teacher, 12/1992). 
She provided a supportive educational environment for the 
children which enabled them to grow through the curriculum 
as well as with social/emotional needs. Her flexibility 
in teaching enabled her to reach all children. 
The Special Education Teacher, too, was seen as 
someone who was willing to put the extra energy in to make 
a change happen. She was also viewed as someone who would 
continuously analyze the educational process to be sure 
that each child's needs were being met. 
The parents described their role as one which guided 
and supported their son in the process of becoming a more 
disciplined learner. They stated that it was important 
for the family to support the school. They expressed that 
the school was working well with their son and they 
supported the educational decisions made by the 
professional staff. 
The staff believed that the parents cared for their 
son and that they took an interested role in his 
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education. They all expressed the feeling that the 
parents appreciated the work that was done at the school. 
Communication 
Communication was multi-directional; occurring 
between school professionals, students, and parents. All 
adult participants stated that they depended upon a high 
frequency of communication. Each participant expressed a 
preference for discussing options, keeping all 
participants up-to-date, sharing ideas and new 
developments with one another, and seeking one another's 
input. 
All professional staff stressed the need for 
communication among and between themselves which involved 
an approach which included problem-solving techniques, 
listening, and sharing of ideas. Activities in which the 
professionals were involved included the need to keep all 
participants informed with up-to-date information, the 
need to share ideas and gather alternative ideas, and the 
need for consistency in program planning. These observed 
activities occurred by staff seeking one another to 
discuss incidents; and by the follow through of plans 
which were made through the discussions with others. 
All administrative staff described themselves as 
listeners, facilitators, and problem-solvers. They 
stressed the importance of an open-door policy. They 
shared the value of sitting down and discussing various 
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ideas and brainstorming new ones, without saying that one 
idea was right or wrong. Mr. Towser, the Principal, said 
that "you don't come away with a solution as much as a 
bunch of ideas based on a problem-solving session" 
(Interview, 11/1991). 
The Director described his role as one which required 
supportive communication skills. 
What I think is valuable is that they [teachers] 
feel that there is a sense of mutual feeling 
that one can communicate with the other and 
feel that the other will listen and help in 
any way that they can honestly and sincerely 
(Interview, 11/1991). 
All staff commented on Mr. Smith's powerful listening 
skills. They felt that he was accessible, that he 
listened without judgment, and that he emphasized his work 
with the staff member to problem solve solutions. This 
was evident in the staff's willingness to share creative 
solutions with the Director and to seek him out when they 
needed to discuss ideas. 
Mr. Smith talked about how important it was to 
support the students, staff, and parents with whom he 
worked. Discussing how he presented himself, through body 
language and tone of voice, was one way he worked to 
develop support. Another was by being a good listener, 
thus validating the statements another was sharing. A 
third was the set-up of his office. 
I moved my desk around. When I started here the 
desk was sticking out from the wall so that you 
would then be sitting between the wall and 
my desk. How would that make you feel? Do you 
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know what that feels like to be backed into a * 
wall? (Interview, 11/1991). 
When Luke presented concerns or difficulties to the 
immediate staff with whom he worked, they were able to 
easily access administrative staff with whom to discuss 
ideas. Because they were not viewed as bringing 
"problems" to the administration, a positive approach to 
problem-solving to support Luke's educational program was 
effected. 
The Special Education Teacher, Mrs. Reis, considered 
her ability to program for each child and to make 
adaptations in programs on an as-needed basis contingent 
on constant communications with the team. This was the 
only way she believed the student's needs could be met. 
I try to be really available to the teachers. 
We sit down and I make basic recommendations 
like maybe this child should sit in front and 
you will need to keep up on homework assignments 
and I want to know, we are working through 
specifics for specific kids. I don't think that 
there is a blanket procedure for mainstreaming. 
I don't know that there can be (Interview, 
12/1991). 
Mrs. Reis also considered the role communication 
played in keeping people involved with Luke, up-to-date, 
and informed of new developments. She wanted to be sure 
that everyone was aware of his special problems and the 
techniques which were currently being used. She also 
wanted to be available to them (e.g., music, gym, and art 
teachers, etc.) so that if questions or problems arose, 
she could provide immediate feedback. She accomplished 
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these two tasks by frequently stopping in to see the,> 
professionals who worked with Luke and asking if they were 
satisfied with the day-to-day workings of the program and 
to share any new techniques that she might have 
implemented. 
Mrs. Louison was described by all of her peers as 
well as herself as an effective communicator. For 
example, when Luke was having a problem with another 
student, she began a discussion. "I see you are having 
difficulties with some of the things Luke is doing. Let's 
talk about it. Luke, you really need to be aware that the 
noises you are making are bothering her and she is asking 
you nicely to stop” (Interview, 11/1992). And, Luke was 
involved so that he could be made aware of some of the 
specific concerns that the students were expressing. Mrs. 
Reis said that "they also talk about Luke's ability and 
inability to control these behaviors so that the kids 
aren't feeling like they want to strangle him” (Interview, 
11/1991). In this way, reports Mrs. Louison, Regular 
Education Teacher, the students could begin to understand 
that Luke was not doing something specifically to annoy 
them but that there were times when he could not control 
what he did. 
Mrs. Louison modeled this behavior as she worked in 
her classroom. Though she reported that she sometimes 
became frustrated with Luke, she took a step back and 
tried to reach him by restrueturing her words or actions. 
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She used the strategy of moving closer to him to provide 
support if her words were not effective. 
During one of the observations, a guest speaker 
was teaching the students origami. Luke began 
to bounce around in his seat, losing focus. 
The regular education teacher moved closer to him. 
He continued. She tapped him on the shoulder. The 
next direction was given by the speaker. The 
regular education teacher repeated the direction, 
including the aside of "Luke and everyone." 
Luke lost his focus again. The regular 
regular education teacher said: "Luke, do what 
he said so you don't get lost" (Observation, 
10/1991). 
Her approach provided a method by which a cooperative and 
supportive tone was set through communication. In the 
first part of the above mentioned quote, she attempted to 
redirect Luke to the task at hand. Although this approach 
was done specifically to meet Luke's needs, other students 
may also benefit from the direction being stated twice. 
Her second approach, making a direct statement, provided 
validity for her concern and did not place a Judgment on 
Luke's behavior. 
When the Regular Education Teacher was asked how 
effective the mainstreaming process was for Luke, she 
answered this question in terms of the team and each 
individual's perceptions of their expectations. She 
wanted to have the frequent opportunity to sit down with 
various team members and discuss what she saw was 
happening for Luke, what others saw transpiring, and 
whether or not everyone was satisfied with this. The 
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Regular Education Teacher wanted to use the input of,' 
others who have known Luke longer than she had to help 
compare growth patterns and determine workable strategies. 
The question she asked was "What is it that wef as a team, 
want to see happen?" 
The parents noted that they appreciated the 
communicative nature of the staff. They cited the phone 
calls and the notes that came from school about a 
particularly good day and described why, or which 
addressed a difficulty and why. They wanted to be 
informed about their child's day. Luke's father said that 
he wanted to "know what happened in school so that I can 
react to the attitude that he comes home with" (Interview, 
12/1991). 
Luke clearly appreciated the communicative tone which 
was set in his environment. As this was his strength, he 
used words to accomplish his desires. Throughout all 
observations his communicative nature was evident. He 
frequently negotiated tasks with his teacher. Though he 
may not always have things go his way, he was able to 
express his thoughts, share his ideas, and problem-solve a 
solution with his teacher. This was more difficult with 
his peers but was facilitated in the classroom by the 
teacher. Recess was not conducive for positive 
communication and often ended with students going their 
separate ways if an agreed upon solution could not be 
found. 
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Participants similarly used and implemented 
communication. Communication was commonly used for 
problem-solving, listening, and sharing and was bound by 
role definitions. For example, in one situation Luke was 
asked about his journal writing. The teacher's concern 
was that his product was more reflective of an artistic 
style than of the content which was expected. The teacher 
guided Luke to accept that the adult-directed request was 
not fulfilled. The teacher's role was to help Luke 
understand what he was expected to accomplish. This was 
communicated to him using non-threatening language that 
conveyed a shared problem-solving strategy. This approach 
resulted in a mutual agreement about the expectations for 
this particular assignment. 
Assertions of the Study 
Within this mainstreaming experience, the over 
arching themes of respect, support, and communication 
encompassed participants and differing situations. 
Respect, support, and communication lent to risk-taking in 
the work environment and the sharing of ideas among 
participants, all of which contributed to meeting the 
student's needs. Based on these three themes it was 
possible to develop three assertions, which included: Ca) 
empowering all individuals involved in mainstreaming, (b) 
providing a proactive approach to education for learners, 
and (c) managing conflicts (Figure 3). 
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Empowerment 
Empowerment was the act of providing an environment 
which enabled individuals to feel that they could use 
their own judgments to guide them in their decisions and 
actions as they fulfilled their role and responsibilities. 
Respect, support, and communication helped to build 
empowerment in individuals. This assertion was limited by 
the specific boundaries of each person's role and relates 
to the empowerment of the students as well as of the 
staff. 
For example, with regard to respect, the 
Superintendent explained that his goal in education was to 
be able to provide students with the opportunity to 
ASSERTIONS Empowerment 
Proactive Education for Learners 
Conflict Management 
FIGURE 3: Assertions of the Study 
discover his/her special "interests or talents, to 
discover his or her own hopes, and then go out in an 
optimistic way to use those talents and abilities in a 
good life style and career" (Interview, 11/1991). He was 
given this opportunity as he grew up and wanted to be able 
150 
to provide an environment which fostered this for others. 
He became animated with enthusiasm as he described the 
unfolding of each personality. He believed that within 
each person was a soul that was valuable. Sometimes this 
meant convincing the individual of this and at other times 
it meant simply setting the stage for the individual to 
grow and learn about him or herself. 
Mr. Wood, the Superintendent, was also interested in 
empowering his staff. He valued their input and chose not 
to run the district without their input. He asked them to 
work with him on various committees, e.g., the hiring of a 
new principal. He provided them with the necessary 
administrative support to give them the opportunity to be 
the best that they could be. Not only did he respect the 
ideas and the work of his staff, he supported their 
judgment and he depended upon his communication with them. 
This was a cycle of empowerment. The Superintendent's 
respect, support and need to communicate afforded the 
staff the opportunity to be empowered. They, in turn, 
supported and respected him and valued the opportunity to 
communicate ideas, thus empowering the Superintendent. 
All other professional staff discussed empowerment 
through a personalized approach to education. They all 
discussed the importance of meeting the needs of each 
individual. They accepted a student, with his/her given 
strengths and weaknesses and brought that student along a 
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growth continuum as far as was possible. They saw 
empowerment in terms of academic growth as well as 
social/emotional growth. They accepted and respected the 
child for who he/she was and worked to bring that child 
along a continuum of growth. A specific example follows. 
Mrs. Louison, the Regular Education Teacher, 
organized the classroom so that students could access the 
material that they needed in order to complete their task. 
They worked individually at times and at other times in 
small groups. Children were grouped so that strengths 
within each child could be utilized to complete the task. 
Students were guided by teacher questions so that they had 
the opportunity to make their own decisions. Some 
children required much more guidance than others, but were 
still encouraged to participate in the decision-making 
process as much as possible. 
Empowerment was bound within the role expectations of 
each participant. The Superintendent did not expect the 
teaching staff, students, or parents to make final 
decisions regarding, e.g., budgetary needs. Yet, he used 
their input in his decisions as his planned throughout the 
budget process. Or, the Regular Education Teacher did not 
give her power to the student to write lesson plans, nor 
did the student expect such empowerment. Yet, the 
classroom teacher provided opportunities for her students 
to guide their own learning using the input from their 
skill development to guide her work. Empowerment was not 
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all encompassing but was reflective of the 
responsibilities associated with each participant's role. 
Proactive Education for Learners 
This assertion was defined by the need to design 
educational programs that met individual student needs and 
treat them as active learners in their environment rather 
than expecting students to fit some pre-existing 
curriculum mold and thought of only as receptors of 
information. Respect, support, and communication played a 
significant role in this accomplishment. Through respect, 
students, their characteristics, learning styles, and 
abilities were the factors considered when their programs 
were designed. Students were accepted for who they were 
and were offered the support to master the skills which 
they needed to master through an individualized 
educational program. Communication between all 
participants in the process enabled the program to adapt 
to meet the day-to-day changes of the growing and changing 
student. 
All adults who were interviewed saw education as an 
ever-changing process which required constant adaptations. 
Mrs. Reis said that "it's almost like a work it out as we 
go along, because each child is so different" (Interview, 
11/1991). Mrs. Bru described this way of approaching 
explicit educational goals. 
We have to be very flexible and bending and 
yielding. The system needs to have people who 
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are willing to be creative and willing to accept 
the need to solve problems, to be solution * 
oriented (Interview, 11/1991). 
Clearly, there was a need to be communicative throughout 
this process. 
The Director of Pupil Personnel Services wished to 
provide the emotional and mental substructure for learning 
through a preventative methodology. He did not want to 
always be in a position whereby he must respond to 
problems which arose. Instead, he wanted to set in 
process an approach by which preventative measures were 
put into place. If he could see potential problems, then 
he wanted to address them before they became problems. 
Thus the use of the word preventative versus reactive. 
"Feeling good about yourself, being up-front, facing 
problems when you have them instead of running away from 
them" provides the student with skills which can lead to a 
a successful life (Interview, 11/1991). It also provided 
the groundwork from which an individual could begin to 
learn to support his/her feelings. Similar to the 
Superintendent, the Director valued this goal because of 
the memories he had of his childhood. "You relate to what 
itrs like and can relate to the feelings of the child" 
(Interview, 11/1991). Because he could see a piece of 
himself in each of these children, he believed he could 
better understand their needs, both emotionally and 
academically. The Director ran team meetings and 
interacted with staff in an attempt to provide necessary 
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support systems which would enable children to reach' 
optimal patterns of development. If he saw that a student 
was struggling, he did not wait until a crisis of safety 
demonstrated itself. Instead, he looked to determine 
which support systems would be appropriate and worked to 
implement them. This was accomplished through a 
problem-solving communicative approach. For example, Luke 
was beginning to have a difficulty riding the bus early in 
the school year. Before a serious incident occurred, a 
special taxi was used for a few weeks until it was again 
determined by the team that Luke would be able to safely 
ride the bus again. 
Mrs. Reis strived to enable her students to succeed 
in the mainstream since that was where they would 
eventually lead their life as adults. She described this 
as "real world therapy." She saw many of these students 
as doing very well at this point in the year. They were 
"proud of themselves because they are able to function in 
the regular classroom." She went on to describe this 
goal. 
You want to allow the student to function 
in as natural a setting as possible...because 
when you pull a child out you create almost 
an artificial atmosphere. You can work and work 
with these kids in the frame of a nice little 
residential school in the country and then send 
them back to an inner city. How are we really 
teaching these kids to make that adjustment to 
where they are eventually going to be? We can't 
do that by pulling them out. Though I think that 
at some point in time with some of the students 
they almost had to be pulled back and away in 
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order to heal some wounds to get them healthy 
enough to go back and work within the system. * 
So, I am not saying there is not a place for 
self-containment, but I am saying there is a point 
in time when you have to start removing some 
of those barriers so that the child can start 
looking into the normal atmosphere he is going 
to have to grow up in (Interview, 11/1991). 
Mrs. Louison described her goal as a teacher within 
the framework of how she affected her students as people. 
I would hope that the one thing that every 
student of mine walks out of in my classroom 
is spiritual generosity. That is a bottom 
line, and mutual respect for themselves and 
for other people. As children grow and 
generate their spirit they become better 
learners. They then have more to offer 
(Interview, 11/1991). 
She described spiritual generosity as an ability to give 
of oneself. By this she meant that she wanted to be able 
to build a self-respect for each child that would be 
strong enough to lay the groundwork to allow each child to 
identify the needs of others and to be able to reach out 
to meet those needs. Spiritual generosity also referred 
to the ability to nonjudgmental1y allow others to be 
individuals, with varying needs and opinions. 
Generally speaking, the staff commented on the need 
to head off problems before they arose, and they sought to 
implement a program which accomplished this goal. In 
order to accomplish this goal, they communicated concerns 
among themselves and brainstormed ideas through a 
problem-solving approach. And, they wanted their students 
to become learners within the environment. They were role 
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models by learning from one another as well as from the 
students. 
Conflict Management 
This assertion suggested that conflicts were minimal 
but when they did occur they were handled openly, 
constructively, and within the boundaries of the themes of 
respect, support, and communication. Thus far, little 
discussion regarding conflicts has been offered. 
Conflicts were not normally the tone of the environment, 
were not on the minds of those interviewed, and were not 
observed to any significant degree. Respect limited 
conflicts because of the influence of a nonargumentative 
tone, of a positive approach, and of the value of each 
person's input. Support limited the potential of 
conflicts because each participant expressed that the best 
interests of the student were a priority. Communication 
decreased conflicts because people kept each other 
informed and participated in a problem-solving approach to 
areas of concern. These vital components guided 
individuals in their work. 
A team meeting was observed where the discussion 
centered around the growth that Luke had experienced and 
concern over some behavior patterns. The behaviors 
included complaints of headaches, sensitivity to light, 
waves of exhaustion, ashen complexion, and moments where 
Luke had been slumped at his desk and not reachable. The 
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team of professionals wanted more medical information to 
know if these behavior patterns were neurologically based 
or under Luke's control. They explained to the parents 
that they need to know the cause of these behaviors 
because systems and expectations which were set up around 
Luke were dependent upon this knowledge. They explained 
their concerns to the parents as a team, each listening 
attentively to the other, each being supportive of the 
other's concerns. No one was ever interrupted and eye 
contact was maintained by all with the speaker. 
Conflicts did arise and the team meeting was one good 
example. The father felt that the staff was not expecting 
enough from Luke when he expressed his concern that if 
Luke were pushed harder he would work harder. The staff 
felt that they couldn't expect more from him at the 
expense of losing him. The staff wanted neurological 
testing. The father didn't agree that it was important, 
though he agreed to follow-up with this request. His 
comment was "I'll get this test but it won't show 
anything." Yes, the meeting was tense. Yes, people were 
expressing varying and conflicting opinions. Yet, because 
differences remained on a professional level and did not 
become personalized, the conflict remained focused and did 
not snowbal1. 
The staff's consistent application of verbal and 
nonverbal techniques demonstrated the importance of 
Their communicative style allowed them to communication. 
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agree, or agree to disagree. Because they respected one 
another, conflicts were viewed as areas of disagreement. 
As in the team meeting, the professionals and the parents 
did not agree with the need for neurological testing, yet 
it was agreed that this testing would be done. 
Respect, support, and communication enabled conflicts 
to become easily solved differences. Energies were not 
wasted on power struggles but instead were put toward 
efforts for improving and meeting the needs of the child. 
For example, though the team of adults did not agree with 
regard to Luke's abilities to attend, a plan of action was 
agreed upon to help solve this disagreement. The themes 
of respect, support, and communication provided this staff 
with the basic groundwork for a valuable and effective 
professional working relationship. 
Components of Effective Mainstreaming 
The initial purpose of this study was to examine the 
definitions of mainstreaming. This information was 
gathered, as was information on the definitions of the 
term handicapped. After an indepth analysis of the data, 
themes were developed, and assertions were formed based on 
these themes. A secondary analysis of the data revealed 
yet another informative use of the study's results. This 
study lent itself to identifying the critical components 
which were vital in developing an effective mainstreaming 
program (Figure 4). 
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The Skill of the Regular Education Teacher 
All adults stressed the skill of the regular 
education teacher as the most important characteristic in 
providing an effective mainstreaming program. The 
Director's Assistant said that because of Luke's unique 
needs, the regular education teacher was handpicked. Her 
tolerance for differences, lack of prejudices with regard 
to different learning styles, and acceptance were key 
features when choosing a placement for Luke. "He is not 
ignored in that classroom, but through verbal and 
nonverbal support cues is continuously included." Her 
teaching style was described as one which provides 
students with a busy and active classroom. She also 
offers flexibility within her structure. Luke was not 
restricted to fit a certain norm. He was not expected to 
Components of Effective Mainstreaming 
The Skill of the Regular Education Teacher 
Inservice Training 
Availability of Skilled Support Staff 
Use of Alternative Teaching Methdologies 
The Need for Planning 
The Social/Emotional Component of the Child's 
Education 
FIGURE 4: Components of Effective Mainstreaming 
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always be doing what the others were doing. "He is able 
to follow his own cariosities and experience his own 
creative expression." 
Within this teacher's classroom, children were taught 
about tolerance and acceptance. Mrs. Hart said that this 
approach was 
critical for someone like Luke because 
he is discriminated against by the children 
because he appears different in his behaviors. 
(A teacher who would) in any way buy into that 
discrimination would foster a detrimental 
experience for Luke, resulting in 
lowered self-esteem (Interview, 11/1991). 
Mrs. Reis stated that the Regular Educator in this 
case study 
builds an awareness around her. She is aware 
and therefore everyone around her is going to 
have the same basic understanding. She makes 
the kids recognize an attitude by the things 
she says and how she models. A lot of other 
teachers would be distraught and upset and have 
difficulty separating out personal awareness, she 
is always extremely professional and models a 
real appropriate way to deal with Luke. Modeling 
is the key to mainstreaming. If the teacher 
cannot be the appropriate model then you will 
have problems with the students in the class 
(Interview, 12/1991). 
Mrs. Reis also spoke about the skill and expertise of 
the Regular Education Teacher. 
She will make sure that she gets my attention 
about what is going on so that if he is beginning 
to have trouble, I can then deal with it with 
him. She is very good about communicating. She 
really keeps me and the other staff on track. She 
is really the one who orchestrates how the team 
works together and she does a very good Job of it 
(Interview, 11/1991). 
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Mrs. Bru talked about Mrs. Louison's ability to work 
I 
with the children in a non-inflammatory manner. 
She has a special education background but 
beyond that it is her personality and what 
she has to offer in terms of listening skills, 
setting clear guidelines for kids. She is 
nurturing, understanding, and an active listener 
(Interview, 12/1991). 
The parents were also appreciative of the skill the 
regular education teacher provided their son. Luke's 
father said that 
what he feeds back to me is that the class is 
very good for him and he tells me that is very 
comfortable. Any person that can communicate 
with Luke and develop that sense of closeness, 
Luke will work like a dog for. I have the 
feeling that perhaps that is the way it is with 
(the Regular Education Teacher) (Interview, 
10/1991). 
Mrs. Louison was a key to an effective mainstreaming 
experience. This had a great deal to do with the time 
factor associated with placement in the regular education 
classroom. The regular education teacher was in control 
of the place where the handicapped child spends his/her 
time. The regular education teacher in any mainstreamed 
program was a key component because it was this individual 
who sets the tone of the mainstreamed environment and who 
follows through on the recommendations of the team. 
Having a skilled regular educator who was able to make the 
necessary and appropriate adaptations was vital to the 
success of establishing a positive mainstreaming 
experience for all. 
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Inservice Training 
A second component necessary for setting up an 
effective mainstreaming program was inservice training. 
Mr. Wood had provided opportunities for the staff to 
participate in a variety of inservice workshops, citing 
the knowledge which can be shared in such learning 
situations. He supported workshops in his system focused 
on developmental1y organized programs, learning styles, 
and whole language approaches to literacy. All of these 
techniques presented within these workshops allow "us to 
view each child as an individual, with special needs and 
talents" (Interview, 10/1991). These approaches support 
the need to allow each child to Jump through his/her own 
hoops. "I don't want a kindergartner to experience a bad 
year because his muscles are not sufficiently developed to 
hold a pencil" (Interview, 10/1991). A good system would 
allow for these types of allowances and appropriate 
inservice development opportunities can help teachers 
maximize their skills in meeting the diverse needs of 
their students. 
Both Mr. Towser, the Principal, and Mrs. Bru, the 
Assistant Principal, also discussed what they saw as 
important for inservice programs to enhance a teacher's 
abilities to meet the needs of a mainstreamed classroom. 
They sought presentation of experiential1y based 
information at inservice workshops. They were very 
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specific about how such programs must be put into place in 
order for them to be effective. Mr. Towser believed that 
inservice opportunities 
have a short lived value. With a traditional 
inservice there is no follow-up to make sure 
things happen. I feel very strongly that you 
need to have experience to develop skills 
(Interview, 11/1991). 
Mrs. Bru went more into depth about how this 
follow-up process should take place. 
□ur commitment here is to a staff development 
program, not necessarily an inservice model that 
is a flash in the pan, the one day deal, the go 
out and get inspired and that is the end of it. 
A staff development process which is a readiness 
and a planning and training and a maintenance 
model, and the maintenance is the key. It is 
what happens to maintain the skill. It could be 
periodic meetings, where you talk about the 
success you are having or not having, brain¬ 
storming ideas with staff, going back out and 
trying something, coming back to the group, and 
so on (Interview, 11/1991). 
Inservice training remains to be perceived as an 
important component to an effective mainstreaming 
environment. Yet, this staff stresses adaptations in the 
historical reference of this term and streamlines this 
process to better meet the needs of the participants. 
Availability of Skilled Support Staff 
The need to be able to depend on support staff was a 
third mentioned key ingredient in how these educators view 
successful mainstreaming. Mr. Wood, the Superintendent, 
described the purpose of support systems as empowering the 
regular educator to have the knowledge, the time, and the 
communication skills to work with every child. This 
164 
includes training, resource opportunities, discussions 
about alternatives, and using the special education 
teacher as a consultant. Teachers must have easy access 
to a milieu of resources as they work with different 
children, who have different needs, and who work at 
different levels. Once the regular education teacher has 
had the "empowered chance to work" every possible angle 
with a child and was still not attaining goals, that 
regular educator then needs to address some alternatives. 
Then the question becomes what is in place 
in the system that can be brought to bear 
according to how the teacher wants it to be 
brought to bear (Interview, 11/1991). 
By this Mr. Wood meant that he wanted staff to feel 
that their creative, problem-solving approach to education 
was valued and encouraged. He wanted them to feel safe 
that they could take risks, brainstorm as a team, and 
experiment with their thoughts. Yet, when they have 
implemented solutions and have still been unable to create 
positive change, then his role in offering solutions 
within the system becomes integral. For example, he then 
brainstorms with his staff to develop a new and 
alternative program. 
Mr. Smith stressed the importance of a variety of 
support staff and systems. He cited the need for guidance 
counselors, peers, special educators, and administrators 
as all valuable support components for the mainstreaming 
program. 
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Mrs. Hart descrised the support staff for the student 
to be herself, the regular education teacher, the special 
education teacher, and the guidance counselor. 
I touch base with him in the hallway or I'll 
stop in to see him in the classroom. I think 
that just that contact with him is perceived as a 
support. And, the teacher needs that kind of 
support too because it is not easy for her and I 
want her to know that she is not isolated in the 
classroom all by herself and that there is a team 
of people working with her and she can 
utilize them at any time (Interview, 11/1991). 
Both the Director and his Assistant stated that the 
support staff were particularly important for the Regular 
Education Teacher. Both wanted Mrs. Louison to feel that 
she was not alone in the classroom with the difficulties 
which can arise with a special education student. These 
difficulties were shared by all. The Director and his 
Assistant wanted the Regular Education Teacher to know 
that she was not alone. 
When Mrs. Louison spoke of her support staff she 
commented about the professionalism and the skill of the 
guidance staff, the Special Education Teacher, and the 
administration. She felt their support in their belief in 
the importance to provide an emotional and an academic 
program to the handicapped child. The opportunity to 
communicate and discuss methodological alternatives, using 
the team as a resource, was another appreciated support 
component. 
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Mrs. Reis, too, stressed the importance of knoying 
she could depend on her support staff. She used the 
administration and the Regular Education Teacher for their 
listening skills, their flexibility, and their creative 
solution-oriented approach. 
Mrs. Bru also discussed the importance of a support 
system as needed by all people involved in the process. 
She stated that a great deal of extra work was required 
when providing for more fully mainstreaming handicapped 
students. This was due to the increased need to provide 
consistent and flexible program planning. She stressed 
that this responsibility fell mostly on the special and 
the regular education teachers, who in this case study, 
must be willing to accept this added work load. When 
mainstreaming students, work load increases were due to 
enhanced communication needs between professionals, 
frequent curriculum adaptation, and constant monitoring of 
the progress. This required a team effort and team input. 
Without this, the process would be impaired. 
This team approach to education enhanced Luke's 
services. Staff were working together to brainstorm the 
best possible program. This cooperative effort made the 
program strong, in that it was a positive working 
environment which capitalized on the strengths of the 
individuals as well as of the team. 
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Use of Alternative Teaching Strategies 
A fourth variable considered was the use of a whole 
language approach to learning. The Special Education 
Teacher stated that 
where given more of a literature based approach 
and allowed to choose or function at a level that 
was comfortable to them, I felt that the children 
could manage more in the regular education 
classroom (Interview, 11/1991). 
All professional staff noted alternative methodologies as 
a solution. For example, the basal reading series may not 
work for all students all of the time. A whole language 
approach may not work for all students all of the time. A 
combination of these approaches may not be effective all 
of the time. Flexibility among these alternatives was 
stressed. Different children require different approaches 
at different times of their academic careers. Being 
supported by the administrat ion in using an eclectic 
approach to methodological implementation was crucial to 
the teacher's implementation of varying approaches. 
Without this support, the teacher would be unable to meet 
these individualized needs of her students. 
For Luke, the flexibility in teaching methodologies 
enabled him to receive instruction which met his needs. 
An important variable for Luke's learning style was to 
utilize his personal interests as a teaching tool. 
Through whole language, Luke's teacher was able to teach 
skills within the context of a story which was of 
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particular interest to Luke. If the teacher had usqd a 
basal approach to teaching these same skills, the 
potential absence of personal relevance to Luke may have 
caused him to lose interest. 
The Need for Planning 
A final component of an effective mainstreaming 
program was the planning and the experiences prior to the 
actual placement of the child in the classroom which took 
place. Pre-placement factors such as these included 
meetings in the Spring regarding the child's strengths and 
weaknesses between the teacher's for the current and the 
following year and hand-picking a teacher and many of the 
peers. In this case study, it also meant that the current 
and soon-to-be therapists met with Luke in the soon-to-be 
therapists office, allowing Luke to transfer from one 
person to another. During the Spring prior to his 
placement into the middle school, Luke met all of his 
teachers (classroom, art, music, P.E., and guidance 
counselor) and the places where he would be working. Luke 
also participated in a one week summer camp with some of 
his potential classmates, which was paid for by the 
District. The Guidance Counselor, Mrs. Ross, said that 
because we do things prior to their coming 
here that helps prevent some problems that 
could have occurred. The link or the bond is 
made early (Interview, 11/1991). 
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The Soc1al/Emotional Component of the Chi1d's Education 
All professional staff stressed the importance of 
meeting the academic needs and nurturing the 
social/emotional growth of a children. Luke was placed in 
a system which was able to meet most of his needs. If he 
worked with professionals who only considered his academic 
needs, they may not have fully understand his 
capabilities. Luke's learning weaknesses were manifested 
in his social/emotional development. The staff with whom 
he worked did not want to negatively effect his 
social/emotional development at the expense of pushing 
academics. 
Mrs. Louison, the Regular Education Teacher was 
concerned that teachers were required to work with the 
emotional needs of the students as well as the educational 
needs, "whether they are equipped to do so or not. I 
think that many people do not even acknowledge the 
emotional component of education, creating a void in the 
classroom for the teacher and all the kids" (Interview, 
11/1991). She suggested that training could be as simple 
as developing an awareness and understanding of a child's 
emotional needs through dialogue. Clearly, without this 
sensitivity, Luke's educational needs could not have been 
met. 
Luke's mother reiterated the importance of including 
socio-emotional growth and development in the educational 
program. She talked about his kindergarten year and his 
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school year as a fourth grader. Apparently, both years 
were difficult years because the teachers focused their 
efforts on developing Luke's academic skills. When he did 
not perform, they put more pressure on him which resulted 
in his intensive acting out behavior, e.g., catatonic on 
the floor. Luke's mother described both of these teachers 
as not really understanding Luke as a person and what his 
social/emotional needs were within the classroom 
(Interview, 11/1991). 
Mrs. Bru, the Assistant Principal, stressed the 
importance of the educational environment which was 
"nurturing, understanding" and the teacher who was an 
"active listener." All staff talked about their concerns 
about school readiness. They stated that children must 
have their emotional needs addressed in order for academic 
development to also occur. Mrs. Bru said that 
Just to simply say we are going to 
mainstream kids because educationally they 
are ready to go in academically, that's fine, 
are they ready to go in emotionally and 
socially? If they are ready, what kind of an 
environment will the classroom provide for them? 
Trying to get these pieces to mesh is very 
important (Interview, 11/1991). 
Emotional readiness was perceived as the student's 
ability to deal with varying components of the classroom. 
For Luke this meant being able to demonstrate a level of 
independence, such as keeping his materials in some 
semblance of order, being able to bring the necessary 
materials with him to the circle, and being able to accept 
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these levels of responsibilities without feeling too much 
stress. Social readiness was perceived as the student's 
ability to communicate, both verbally and nonverbally, 
with his peers. For Luke, this means being able to work 
in a group cooperatively, being able to follow the rules 
of the classroom, and being able to independently go to 
lunch and recess without altercation. Though all of these 
issues were at an early stage of development, the team has 
agreed that he was working successfully within the regular 
education classroom given the support systems and the 
adaptations which have been made. 
One of the recommendations that occurred at the team 
meeting Cl/1992) was for the School District to 
financially support the parents in participating in family 
therapy sessions. The concern centered around Luke's 
tendency toward outbursts. The Assistant Principal put 
the idea on the table and all participants supported the 
notion. It was left that the Assistant Director and the 
parents would work out any specifics toward such a plan. 
The Assistant Principal stressed the importance of dealing 
with a problem of behavioral outbursts which were 
currently minimal now so that they do not become more 
extensive in years to come. 
Assertions 
The assertions which are reflected within this 
section are applicable to all teaching and learning 
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environments. First, teachers must be knowledgeable and 
creative in their teaching and possess a milieu of 
strategies from which to choose. The regular educator is 
the person primarily responsible for many of the 
experiences the children encounter as well as the tone 
which nurtures interactions among students. He/She must 
have the skill to guide the student toward reaching 
his/her own academic potential. Methods and materials 
must be at their finger tips as they critically implement 
the most effective strategies which will produce the 
ultimate gain for each individual child on each given day. 
Educators must also consider the child's socio-emotional 
needs within the academic learning structure. School 
involves academic learning as well as learning from 
personal interactions, mirroring societal needs. 
Second, inservice training must be a program which 
considers ongoing staff development needs. Teachers are 
in a learning environment similar to that of their 
students. They too must experience, practice, and discuss 
in order for the learning cycle to be on-going. Teachers 
have different life cycle rhythms, which also must be 
considered when planning inservice programs. These 
rhythms vary due to many reasons: Ca) teaching experience; 
(b) grade levels taught; (c) educational background, or; 
(d) age. 
Third, the team must work as if they are a well-oiled 
machine. The team is a unit of individuals who are 
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extremely interdependent. Availability of support Staff 
is not enough. The variety of support staff must also be 
skilled and efficient within their role. They need to 
have effective communication skills so they can share 
their knowledge and skills with their co-workers. 
Fourth, is the need for forethought and planning. We 
cannot expect mainstreaming to proceed smoothly without 
first providing the staff and the students with some 
orientation so they know what to expect. Setting the 
stage for effective mainstreaming begins before the first 
day the student is placed in the classroom. 
Summary 
The terms "handicapped" and "mainstreaming" were 
given positive definitions by all participants. The term 
"handicapped" meant adaptations to the environment and 
educational programming to meet the student’s needs. For 
the parents and the children, handicapped people were 
characterized as those with physical limitations. The 
professional staff tended to view the handicapped 
population, which included those with visible and/or 
hidden handicaps, as those in need of adaptations to the 
learning environment. The Regular Education Teacher had 
the most difficulty defining this term as she saw everyone 
as having individual strengths and differences, all 
requiring some form of adaptation in some part of their 
life. 
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fla instreaming was perceived as all students being 
able to work together. The concept of educating all 
children in the regular education classroom setting was 
stressed. The staff in this case study accepted all 
students as classroom members, accepting and striving to 
meet the diverse needs of the group as well as of each 
individual. 
By looking at all participant role groups involved in 
a single case study, similarities and differences could be 
identified, thus creating a more complete scenario of the 
mainstreaming process. Similarities between what the 
participants said and what they did were evident. Both 
interviews and observations identified the behavior 
patterns which supported the findings of this study. 
All participants expressed the importance of respect, 
support, and communication. These themes were tied into 
assertions of empowerment, proactive education for 
learners, and conflict management. The boundaries of role 
definition were found to provide guidelines for how the 
themes and the assertions were incorporated into the 
day-to-day lives of all participants. A secondary 
analysis of the data offered findings on the critical 
components of an effective mainstreaming program, out of 
which grew the assertions about Ca) necessary knowledge 
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and skills, (b) on-going staff development, (c) the 
interdependency among individuals within the team, and (d) 
forethought and planning. 
CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
This case study presented a non-traditional approach 
to educating students with diverse needs. Respect, 
support, and communication formed the foundation of this 
approach. The assertions of empowerment, proactive 
education, and conflict management; and the secondary 
finding of essential components for an effective program, 
served to enhance the educational program offered to these 
students. This chapter will explore possible 
interpretations of this study's findings. The definitions 
constructed by the participants of this study will be 
considered in light of the 1iterature and different 
contextual cues based on each participants perspective and 
interactions with one handicapped student. 
Definitions of Handicapped and Mainstreaming 
The participants in this case study, both knowingly 
and unknowingly, made a distinction between the terms 
"handicapped" and "disabled." These two words are often 
interchanged without much thought given to their actual 
definitions. The professional staff who participated in 
this study made this distinction. Their work ethic, which 
was grounded in affording respect toward all individuals, 
provided them with this insightful opportunity. Their 
strong reliance upon respect enabled this staff to view 
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education as existing of many shades of gray because each 
\ 
student was respected for his/her specific skills and 
learning needs, and programs were developed which would 
meet these needs. This staff identified the richness 
which existed within a classroom due to the diversity of 
its participants. All children were an integral part of 
the program because, in essence, each received an 
individualized education plan. For this reason, they were 
not simply satisfied with a label which did not address 
the individual differences among students. 
The discussion which follows compares and contrasts 
the findings from the 1 iterature with the data in this 
study. Further, the data from this study is critically 
analyzed in an attempt to help the reader and the 
researcher alike make sense of the categories, themes, and 
assertions that were developed. 
The Handicapped Student 
One similarity between this study and the literature 
review was that this student did not perceive himself as 
handicapped (Warner et al., 1973). This finding may be 
tainted by one of the methodological criteria established 
at the very beginning of the study. As you may recall, 
when the Director and the Assistant Director asked for 
information about what type of student I was looking for, 
my response was that the student be verbal, one who could 
understand and answer questions and one who could 
converse. Verbal abilities are a preliminary criteria by 
178 
which "sameness" within a group is established. Because 
Luke can verbalize, sometimes with the use of more 
elaborate vocabulary when compared to his peers, and he is 
not visibly handicapped, he appears on the surface to be 
one of the group. Perhaps a child with a visible 
handicap, such as a wheelchair-bound student or a blind 
student, would indeed perceive him/herself as handicapped. 
Luke lacked knowledge of mainstreaming or of 
handicaps, similar to Johnson's et al. (1985) findings in 
which the term "handicapped" was synonymously defined with 
someone who was wheelchair-bound. When he referred to a 
peer who was wheelchair bound he said that 
I like being around him but I hate to see him 
like that. I Just feel bad (Interview, 11/1991). 
Had a wheelchair-bound student been selected, he/she may 
have had more knowledge of mainstreaming and of handicaps 
given experiences he/she may have had. Perhaps a student 
with a visible handicap would define him/herself as 
"handicapped" and "mainstreamed." Perhaps not. Though 
Luke viewed a handicapped student as one who was 
wheelchair-bound, a wheelchair-bound student may or may 
not define him/herself as handicapped. It is difficult to 
put closure on these types of thoughts because how one 
defines the terms such as "handicapped" and 
"mainstreaming" are so strongly based on the experiences 
each individual has had throughout his/her life and how 
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these experiences are interpreted and formed into ' 
percept ions. 
Luke had difficulty discussing the concrete processes 
of the terms "handicapped" or "mainstreaming," let alone 
the abstractions of his thoughts regarding these 
definitions, limiting the amount of information he was 
capable of sharing. The inability to present abstract 
thoughts could have been a function of Luke's age. Future 
work must look to gather more extensive data from the 
handicapped population, as this is a rich resource which 
needs further exploration. 
A finding which was a result of this study was that 
Luke felt that he was a part of the system. I would 
suggest that adaptations have been made which have 
nurtured this feeling. The professional staff worked 
diligently to respect the differences in each student. To 
date, they have provided Luke with an educational 
experience in which he feels that he is one among his 
peers. Luke has learned from his experiences that he is 
an individual who is a student striving to meet the next 
step of academic and emotional growth demands. 
The Regular Education Teacher 
The Regular Education Teacher in this study, like 
those in previous research, stressed the need for 
informative inservice workshops (Aloia et al., 1982; 
Harasymiw et al., 1976); valued the importance of special 
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materials (Atwood et al.f 1905), though saw their value in 
their use with all students; acknowledged the importance 
of reliable support systems (Moore et al., 1978; Stephens 
et al., 1980); and felt that the handicapped student 
required a lot of energy and time (Atwood et al., 1985; 
Chorost, 1985). 
There were differences between the findings of this 
case study and those documented in other studies. The 
classroom teacher had little concern for the type of 
handicapped student she may be assigned to work with, yet 
she had concerns regarding the fall-out for peers (Clark, 
1976; Gans, 1985; Larrivee and Cook, 1979). Unlike the 
literature, the concerns were related to the positive 
effects of building respect for one another. 
The 1iterature documented that teachers' perceptions 
of their degree of success with the handicapped student 
positively correlated with their acceptance of the 
handicapped child (Clark, 1976; Feldman et al., 1985). 
Because the Regular Education Teacher in this study viewed 
each child as an integral part of her classroom, she 
talked about the success of her work with the handicapped 
child as it related to two issues; (1) the degree to which 
the team felt Luke was attaining success, and (2) the 
growth patterns which have occurred regarding Luke's 
ability to progress through a school day without an 
emotional outbreak. 
1S1 
Also in the literature, the regular education 'teacher 
was documented as one who was more accepting of students 
with physical impairments and learning disabilities than 
they were of students with emotional handicaps (Clark, 
1976; Larrivee et al., 1979; Rapier et al . , 1972). 
Children who were considered to be discipline problems 
were not perceived as welcome classroom members (Feldman 
et al., 1985). The Regular Education Teacher in this case 
study was accepting of Luke, a student who can be 
described as having an emotional handicap. This is 
contrary to the findings of the literature. The 
difference is that the teacher in this study believed that 
all children belonged in her classroom. She felt she was 
able to make accommodations and modifications for any 
child so to enable them to become better learners because 
not only are they "generating spirit as a better 
learnerCs] Cbut they have] more to offer the peers with 
whom Cthey] interact" (Interview, 11/1991). 
Another difference was that the Regular Education 
Teacher found that necessary support service existed. 
These support services included administrators who 
listened and worked with staff to problem—solve solutions; 
guidance counselors to work with staff, students, and 
parents; and resource room staff who worked both in and 
outside of the classroom in a collaborative effort. 
Research did not find that the regular education teacher 
felt that such support services existed (Larrivee, 1979; 
t 
Will iams, 1979). 
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A final difference was that the Regular Education 
Teacher did not question the value of mainstreaming, as 
was found in a study by Knoff C1985). Instead, she 
believed that the special education students belonged in 
her classroom and felt that the mainstreaming process 
provided valuable learning experiences for all who were 
involved. 
An important finding of this study had to do with the 
teaching skill of the Regular Education Teacher. The 
Special Education Teacher said that the Regular Education 
Teacher in this study presented a teaching style which was 
the key to Luke's success. I cannot say 
enough about her capabilities, her 
insightfulness. CAnother important part 
of her work is that] she builds an awareness 
around her. She is aware and therefore 
everyone around her is going to have the 
same basic understanding. She makes the 
kids recognize an attitude by the things 
she says and how she models. A lot of 
other teachers would be distraught and 
upset and have difficulty separating out 
personal awareness. She is always extremely 
professional and models a real appropriate 
way to deal with Luke (Interview, 11/1991). 
Other regular education teachers demonstrated a 
willingness to overcome whatever fears they had about 
mainstreaming a special education student. For those 
teachers who were at first skeptical, they have "gotten a 
shot in the arm" (Interview, 11/1991). The Special 
Education Teacher described these teachers as simply 
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needing to develop an awareness of the child as an 
individual and not as a label CAloia et al., 1982). She 
described many of the regular educators who now viewed the 
children as having academic limitations while being some 
of the hardest workers. The regular education teachers 
moved from not knowing (Knoff, 1985) 
and being afraid and concerned about how will 
I deal with this situation, to seeing the 
strengths and weaknesses of an individual and 
saying well it's not so bad. Now these 
teachers are moving into a third phase of 
development, that of "How can I help these kids 
a little bit more?" (Interview, 12/1991). 
The Regular Education Teacher's perceptions on 
mainstreaming reflected the respect that she had for each 
individual. For herself, she needed to feel that she was 
a part of a team, one which worked with her in providing 
Luke with a valuable educational experience, as defined by 
her perceptions. She took a personal interest in 
attaining high standards. Her perceptions about these 
standards had been shaped by her experiences. The 
richness of the data which was gathered is particularly 
emphasized with the Regular Education Teacher. She 
thought seriously about her philosophy of life and of 
education. She did not take these thoughts lightly, but 
strove to search more deeply within herself so that she 
was able to meet the needs of the "gentle souls" for whom 
she was responsible. She was not encumbered in the 
definitions of terms, allowing such definitions to guide 
her decisions and behaviors. Instead, she worked to learn 
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the intricacies of each student and to plan an educational 
program with met these intricacies. 
The Special Education Teacher 
Like Aloia et al. (1982) and Zigmond et al. (1985), 
the special education teacher in this case study viewed 
the children with whom she worked by their capabilities 
and learning needs versus by a label. She based this 
thought on her own perceptions of the students with whom 
she worked. She developed these perceptions based on her 
educational background (e.g.f learned information 
regarding developmental learning processes) and her 
perceptions of each student (e.g., what motivated each one 
to learn and what processes helped each one learn). The 
Special Education Teacher critically examined the learning 
needs of the students and then worked to create a program 
which met the needs of the individual. She was working 
with students, not generic labels, each of whom had 
individual characteristics. 
Too, the Special Education Teacher felt that most 
regular education teachers struggled with the process of 
mainstreaming (Glicking et al., 1975). Her observations 
of the regular education classroom led her to the 
conclusion that many regular educator's had difficulty 
tailoring the material and teaching a variety of different 
lesson plans. Given the Special Education Teacher's need 
to individualize, this generalized approach to education 
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gave her the perception that many regular educator's were 
% * 
lacking in the skills which were required for teaching in 
the mainstreamed environment. These observation gave the 
Special Education Teacher the opportunity to make 
placement recommendations regarding the coordination of 
teaching style with learning needs of the students. It 
also provided the Special Education Teacher with the 
opportunity to offer information regarding the 
mainstreaming process in a variety of ways. For example, 
some teachers needed to observe the effectiveness of the 
process in another's classroom, while other teachers would 
be interested in a paired teaching approach with the 
Special Education Teacher while the special education 
child participated in a lesson. 
The Special Education Teacher's feeling that she 
sometimes thought that the regular educator felt that she 
was not doing her Job was similar to Knoff's findings 
C1985). 
I am not giving them enough strategies, 
not enough input or enough tricks of the 
trade to sustain this kid in regular 
classroom and I feel like I really need 
to come up with more ideas of what does 
work and how can I help out (Interview, 11/1991). 
Her perceptions may be more a reflection of the additional 
support and assistance that is needed by the regular 
education staff. Perhaps there is too much of a work load 
for one person to effectively handle. Perhaps this and 
other districts need to examine an increase in support 
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staff for the regular education teachers which would allow 
% 
the regular education teachers to develop better 
management skills of a mainstreamed environment. Clearly, 
this area is a constant concern throughout the literature 
and one which must be addressed in many districts. 
Unlike the findings of the 1iterature, both the 
Regular and the Special Education Teacher felt strongly 
about promoting and supporting the process of mainstream¬ 
ing in any way necessary and possible. Researchers had 
documented the low expectations held toward a 
mainstreaming program and its level of success (Aloia, et 
al, 1982; Zigmond et al., 1985). The findings of this 
case study, fortunately for Luke, were contrary to those 
held in previous research. Contributing to these contrary 
views were (a) professional perceptions that students are 
being prepared for life-experiences; and Cb) a respect for 
the differences each student brought to the classroom. 
Administrators 
One similarity between this study and the literature 
review (Payne et al., 1974) was the important role 
inservice training played in the mainstreaming process. 
The building-level administrators of this study, however, 
identified specifics that the inservice program needed to 
meet in order to be successful and cited the one-day shot 
as being ineffective. Administrators in this study viewed 
in-service as important because it was a way of 
solidifying information, promoting group dependence on 
107 
communication, and providing time to experience and infuse 
new ideas and methods. 
Administrators in this study placed emphasis on the 
importance of making a variety of support systems 
available to the teacher (Johnson et al . , 1985; Leibfned, 
1984). They did not want the regular education teacher 
feeling that he/she was left alone to deal with the 
special education child in the classroom. This finding is 
linked to the support theme which was so evident in the 
findings. This staff viewed mainstreaming as a process 
which was complex and required the involvement of many 
individuals. 
There was agreement among administrators that regular 
education students profited from working with handicapped 
students (Prillaman, 1984) and generally held positive 
attitudes toward mainstreaming (Payne et al., 1974; 
Prillaman, 1984). This finding, too, is a direct 
reflection of the theme of respect. They recognized that 
each individual made a contribution to the process and was 
committed to integrating students while simultaneously 
embracing diversity. 
Another finding documented in this study was the 
respectful, supportive, and communicative tone set forth 
by the administration. No other studies stated this as a 
finding, yet authors in the field of education have 
repeatedly stressed the difference that administrators 
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make in the effective leadership of a building (Leithwood, 
♦ 
1990; Smith & Andrews, 1989). Perhaps this environmental 
tone is difficult for many people to identify and create 
due to other impeding factors. Or, perhaps it is 
difficult to find a group of individuals willing to work 
together as a unit because of competing value systems or 
differing interests. 
The staff in this District was able to agree on the 
fundamental needs of the system. This administration has 
seemingly developed a strategy by which they were 
perceived not as supervisors but as instructlonal leaders. 
This, in turn, made them a part of the team. They 
attempted to know children on a personal level, either 
directly or through the input of their staff. They 
depended upon by the staff to strategize solutions which 
responded to specific concerns. Because of this personal 
approach, similar to that taken on by the teaching staff, 
they demonstrated an understanding of individual 
differences and worked with their staff to arrange the 
environment to meet each student’s growth potential. 
The Parents 
The prevailing similarity between the literature and 
this study was the knowledge the parents had in their 
understanding of mainstreaming and in their perceived 
notions associated with various labels (Cohen, 1986). The 
parents in this case study viewed their child neither as 
handicapped nor did they see him as a child who was 
189 
mainstreamed. Luke's parents did not see him as 
handicapped because, in their thoughts, he was able to 
converse and interact with adults on a mature 
conversational level. Nor did they see him as disabled. 
Because the parents (and family visitors) can often 
provide Luke with the time to discuss various tangents, 
the disability may not be handicapping in the home. 
The parents may not agree with the concerns of the 
professional staff because it is too painful for them to 
see him as so very different from his peers, there is a 
lack of knowledge of various types and ranges of 
handicaps, or they expect that he will be able to lead a 
successful adult life so have opted not to worry 
themselves about whatever differences they may see. 
Nevertheless, their coping mechanism at this point in time 
views Luke as a non-handicapped and non-disabled person. 
Their personal approach toward raising Luke may be the 
most beneficial for him. 
Unlike the findings documented in the literature 
review, the parents had many thoughts, ideas, and goals 
about Luke's academic program (Meltzer, 1978). They were 
not afraid to express these thoughts to the professionals 
and they were not intimidated to discuss their thoughts in 
an attempt to create a quality educational program for 
their child. These parents felt that they were an 
empowered part of the team. They worked to support school 
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personnel. This, in tarn, strengthened the educational 
program because the student was not put in the middle of a 
home-school struggle, but was on the receiving end of a 
group effort. 
These parents did not question the value of the 
mainstreaming program, which was contrary to the findings 
of Abelson et al. (1984). Perhaps they too judged 
differences as strengths. After all, Luke's father was a 
minister whose religious tenets promoted the acceptance of 
all people. Perhaps this value was integral to the 
workings of this family. 
The Peer 
The peer in this study was similar to those described 
in previous research in that she was more accepting of 
students with physical versus emotional handicaps 
(Siperstein et al., 1985). This peer defined a person who 
was handicapped as one who was physically handicapped. So 
perhaps this reason for lack of acceptance has to do with 
a lack of understanding of a hidden handicap, e.g., an 
emotional handicap may not be perceived as a handicapping 
condition but as a person who is not behaving him/herself. 
Marina also said that Luke was less accepted into 
social activities than were the regular education peers 
(Goodman et al., 1972). She noted the difficulty Luke had 
in participating in outdoor activities, such as becoming 
involved in a kick-ball game. This comment highlighted 
the difficulty of attaining an effective mainstreaming 
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program outside of the direct guidance of the regular 
education teacher or support personnel. The social 
aspects of the school day are reflective of society and 
the values which are instilled in children via their 
environments, including home, school, and the media. 
Clearly, society has not yet completely accepted the 
concept of inclusion and continues to thrive on a 
competitive environment. 
Summary 
Many of the findings documented in the 1iterature 
review were also findings of this case study. 
Similarities rested in the overall positive perspective 
toward mainstreaming (Abelson et al., 1984; Goupi1 et al., 
1984) , the need for support services (Aloia et al., 1982), 
and in the value of inservice training (Atwood et al., 
1985) . New to the research were the themes of respect, 
support, and communication, which led to assertions about 
empowerment, proactive education for learners,and conflict 
management. Unlike the 1iterature review, which 
documented what was lacking in the mainstreaming setting, 
this case study documented the essential components which 
helped to make their mainstreaming program effective, 
including: (a) the skill of the regular education teacher, 
(b)inservice training, (c)avai1abi1ity of skilled support 
staff, (d)use of alternative teaching methodologies, 
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(e) the need for planning, and (f) the soc10-emotional 
component of the child's educational process. 
Themes and Assertions 
The themes and assertions were developed from the 
interviews, observations, and informal documentations. 
Many hours were spent reading and re-reading, organizing 
and re-organizing the data in an attempt to identify the 
foundations of the collaborative effort. The themes and 
assertions were first identified by the researcher when 
the observation was made that specific words were 
repeatedly used by the participants. For example, the 
participants used the words "respect," "support," 
"communication," and "empowerment." As the data was 
examined more extensively, the themes and assertions were 
found to exist in the way in which participants answered 
questions, in their educational philosophy, and their 
personal viewpoints. The themes and assertions were also 
a part of the participant's actions and the tone of the 
environment. The themes and the assertions were 
identified because they existed in both the explicit and 
implicit words and actions. 
Though the themes were labeled with the assistance of 
the participants, they were primarily researcher 
identified. The identification of the themes was a very 
subjective process. The identified themes which emerged 
from the data might have changed given more extensive 
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research, a co-researcher, the use of different questions, 
or more input from the participants. A study which 
continued for more months may have lent itself to 
unraveling yet another theme. Perhaps another individual 
would have identified the themes of acceptance, equity, 
trust, empathy, compassion, or work ethic. Many of these 
terms were quite possibly attached to the work which this 
team of professionals accomplished. Yet, the words that 
they chose to express themselves led this researcher to 
highlight the themes of respect, support, and 
c ommunic ation. 
The strength of this study rests in the positive 
finding of how respect, support, and communication were 
effective processes by which students' educational 
programming needs were addressed. This study did not 
identify themes which resulted in a negative impact on the 
work place. An example of such a theme would be the 
participant's fixation on following a chain-of-command 
instead of feeling the freedom to discuss professional 
issues among the team. Yet, the three themes which were 
identified could not possibly be all inclusive, as 
relationships involving people are far more complex than 
that. These themes represent a preliminary analysis of 
the data and others may be added to at some point in the 
future, given follow-up study or another analysis of the 
data with a different focus. 
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The assertions of this study included empowerment, 
proactive education, and the desire to work without 
conflict. These assertions were chosen because they were 
integral to the participants' actions reflected in the 
selected themes. Each participant's role provided input 
to the mainstreaming process. The team worked together 
with members sharing and building on ideas that might not 
have otherwise been developed had there been another type 
of working relationship. They were chosen, too, because 
of the words each participant used as they shared their 
ideas in the interview sessions. Similar to the critique 
of the themes, these assertions could easily have been 
different given a second interviewer, different questions, 
a second researcher, or additional research time. These 
assertions cannot be considered to be all encompassing. 
Further analysis of the data, with the assistance of 
others, would surely add to the identification of other 
assertions. Too, because this researcher became involved 
in the positive tone of the environment, themes and 
assertions which were negative in nature were difficult to 
identify. The polarization toward the positive aspects of 
the educational environment created a strong attraction. 
It must also be considered that this researcher did not 
acquire much in the way of negative information because 
the professional staff did not share this view of their 
Job. They may have felt that this was unprofessional or 
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they simply may not spend any time concerning themselves 
with the negative aspects of their Job as the positives 
far outweighed the negatives. Without follow-up work, 
clarity on this matter cannot be attained. 
Summary 
The identification of themes and assertions are 
subjective at best. Though this researcher attempted to 
draw them from the gathered data, they are not all 
encompassing. Had different questions been asked, had a 
second researcher also evaluated the data, or had the 
study been extended for more months, the themes and 
assertions may have either been added to or varied. The 
themes and assertions represent the work of one researcher 
and her analysis to date. Further work on the same 
material may eventually lend itself to adaptations in the 
findings. The difficulty in working alone is heightened 
when attempting to subjectively analyze the communications 
of others. 
Components of an Effective Mainstreaming Program 
A secondary level of analysis led to the 
identification of critical components of an effective 
mainstreaming program. These findings contributed to the 
development of the definitions of mainstreaming within 
this case study and related to the documented findings. 
Five elements were identified as components of an 
effective mainstreaming program. As a reminder to the 
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reader, they included the skill of the regular education 
teacher, inservice training, availability of skilled 
support staff, use of alternative teaching methodologies, 
the need for planning, and the soclal/emotlonal component 
of the child's education. These findings, like the themes 
and assertions, were guided by the subjective work of the 
researcher. Given different questions, a longer research 
period, or another researcher's point of view, these 
components could easily be varied. Because this 
researcher asked certain questions, certain information 
was attained. Because this study was completed in the 
first half of the year, more time in the field may have 
allowed different data to be gathered. Or, another 
researcher may interpret the data very differently. 
In this case study, mainstreaming within the 
classroom setting was effective. The effectiveness of 
mainstreaming depended upon a col 1aborative process 
(Idol-Maestas, 19B3). The professionals subscribed to a 
functional mainstreaming program providing subject matter, 
knowledge, and the selflessness to accommodate and adapt 
wherever necessary. They also had the ability to identify 
and address a need as a group through the use of the 
collaborative skills they had developed. The participants 
in this study contributed to the effectiveness of this 
process by their implementation of respect, trust, and 
communication within their daily work lives. 
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It was not appropriate to document specific points 
which lead to an effective mainstreaming program. For 
example, it cannot be stated that all handicapped children 
in the mainstreamed environment require one half-hour of 
work in the Resource Room. Or, that each child required a 
one-to-one aide. However, general ingredients which 
provided the setting for an effective mainstreaming 
program were identified for this case study. 
Methodological Considerations and Limitations 
As with any study, methodological issues were raised. 
The study's methodology allowed us to learn the thoughts 
behind the definitions. For example, the 1iterature told 
us that the support systems were important. This study 
offered specific information regarding support systems, 
telling us that the support systems include a variety of 
people and their roles, and the availability of a variety 
of resources and materials. Qr, through the interview 
process, an indepth understanding of the administration's 
perceptions regarding more specific needs for the 
inservice process were unraveled. 
This study included all individuals involved in the 
process of mainstreaming when trying to conceptualize its 
strengths and weaknesses. This approach allowed the 
researcher to examine the mainstreaming process in its 
entirety with the handicapped student serving as the 
contextual anchor point. This provided all participants 
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with a common reference from which to derive and construct 
meaning of their mainstrearn1ng experiences. 
Vet within this strength lies a limitation. The 
adults in this study were able to discuss their thoughts 
on the terms "handicapped" and "mainstreaming." They have 
had an opportunity to learn about handicaps and to be a 
part of a mainstreaming experience. This information was 
easily accessible, especially with the professional staff 
who were involved with these experiences daily. Luke had 
much less exposure to these aspects of our world and had a 
limited viewpoint. Because of Luke's age, it was 
difficult to access a great deal of information regarding 
his perceptions of mainstreaming. Primarily, he had 
little experience in the process. This is due to the fact 
that during the early years of education the academic/ 
social gap between handicapped and nonhandicapped students 
was not as great as it was with those in the High School 
years. Academic/Social skill development may be slower 
for the handicapped student than it was for the 
nonhandicapped peer, yet the gap was lessened between the 
students in the younger years. Also, incumbent in the 
curriculum of our public schools, is the movement from 
concrete to abstract objectives. The early years of 
education require students to learn the basic facts. As 
children proceed through the educational system, they are 
required to apply this knowledge in more abstract tasks. 
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To date, the regular education teachers with whom Luke has 
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worked have been able to make adaptations in their 
curriculum so that his similarities versus his differences 
have been capitalized upon. 
As children grow older they will have more of an 
opportunity to observe and draw their own conclusions. A 
recommendation for further study would be to single out 
the handicapped and/or the peer population as young adults 
(perhaps High School Seniors) and to ascertain their 
opinions about handicaps and mainstreaming. By targeting 
this age-group for study, the students would have had more 
experience from which to base their thoughts and their 
developmental level of thought processes would enable them 
to process more abstract conclusions. Another age group 
which would be interesting to study are those students who 
have been in the work-force for a few years. In speaking 
with that population, very interesting thoughts on how the 
schools have prepared them for the real-world and what 
suggestions they may have for the professional staff as 
plans are developed for a mainstreaming program might be 
gleamed. A recommendation for future research would be to 
target an older student, one who would have had more 
experience, more of an opportunity to develop opinions 
with regard to the mainstreaming process. 
Another limitation of this qualitative study was that 
it did not identify a unit of people who best reflected 
the definitions toward mainstreaming of the general 
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populous. Another study may well have difficulty 
documenting the same findings. Therefore, we can only 
derive meaning from the social context in which 
mainstreaming occurred. Given the powerful impact that 
various personalities have on the working process of a 
team, such findings may be difficult to replicate. This 
study only labels the effective working components of this 
team. Another team may incorporate all or none of these 
components. This is not to say that they would not be 
effective in their work. That is a conclusion that must 
be made after the analysis of data for each individual 
team. The themes and assertions for this study apply 
specifically to this team and generally to other teams. 
The application of findings offers documentation that when 
a team of professionals can eliminate conflict and deal 
with one another openly and honestly, the efforts of all 
personnel can be put toward a quality educational program. 
It is when a team of professionals does not have similar 
professional styles and similar objectives that 
collaboration is stymied. Care must be taken to put aside 
personal viewpoints and biases so that the needs of the 
children in the educational system can be met. 
A third limitation rested with the identification of 
only one handicapped student as the focal point of the 
research. One type of handicap cannot be expected to be 
reflective of the range or the degree to which children 
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are characterlzed as handicapped. The diversity which is 
present in a mainstreaming situation between types and 
severities of handicaps is enormous. Therefore, many 
generalities between types of handicaps may not be 
applicable to this study. However, the findings of this 
study can be compared to the generalized data of the 
1iterature review and findings can be aligned with the 
research, be they similar or diverse. 
A fourth limitation resides in the researchers 
ability to distinguish between espoused statements (what a 
person says) and enacted behaviors (how one actually 
responds, both verbally and nonverbally) (Argyris et al., 
19B8). It is the responsibility of the researcher to note 
the consistencies and inconsistencies between the words 
and the actions which were documented. The limitation of 
this process rested in the dependency of a single 
researcher to accurately and without judgment conclude the 
"correct" assumptions. When we try to bridge the gap 
between espoused statements and enacted behaviors, 
personal bias comes into play. 
As the researcher assesses the similarities or 
differences between these patterns, difficulties may arise 
for a number of reasons. One may be the researcher's 
perceptions, which are anchored in the subtle nuances of 
value systems and moral judgment. Another may be a simple 
misunderstanding of a behavior or of the meaning of a 
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sentence. A third might be the misc1assification of 
behav1 or. 
One way to make sense of the data is for the 
researcher to reflect "...on the understandings which have 
been implicit in [the] action, understandings which [she] 
surfaces, criticizes, restruetures, and embodies into 
further action" (Schon, 1983; p. 50). A ref1ectionist 
strives to understand the inconsistencies and 
consistencies between espoused and enacted behavior 
patterns (Argyris et al., 1985; Schon, 1990) while relying 
on using informed choices to determine these 
relationships. Informed choices are based on the 
knowledge of how our behaviors impact another person and 
the degree to which behaviors and statements coincide. 
While this somewhat oversimplifies espoused and 
enacted behaviors and the art of reflection, the reader 
must keep in mind that the conclusions drawn were 
researcher based. They may not be reflective of another 
researcher's perceptions, yet they were useful to consider 
as we strive to provide children with this abstract 
concept we call "mainstreaming." 
A final limitation of this study was the use of only 
one researcher. Gathering of data and data organization 
were solely based on the decisions made by one person. 
Interpretat ions of data were dependent upon this 
researchers clarity of vision and freedom from personal 
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bias. Attempting to distinguish between what people say, 
0 
what they mean, and the meaning of their actions, too is a 
highly subjective analysis. Communication, meaning words 
or actions, can be so complex that misunderstandings can 
easily occur. That is what is meant by a communication 
may not be what was interpreted. Having mord than one 
researcher work on this project may have offered a varying 
viewpoint toward the subjective analysis which is involved 
in a qualitative study. 
Thoughts on the Future 
Concerns for Luke 
Future concerns expressed by all the professional s 
associated with Luke had to do with his move from a 
self-contained regular education classroom setting at the 
elementary level to a departmentalized situation at the 
secondary level. Once students reach the seventh grade 
they are no longer with one classroom teacher for the 
school day, but move between teachers for different 
subjects. The professionals in this study raised concern 
of accountability for the work load and wondered if Luke 
would be able to keep up with increased environmental and 
staff interactions. 
They were also concerned about the increase in 
unstructured times and therefore Luke's safety. Because 
he would be changing classes he would have more 
opportunity to have a mishap in the hallway. Staff worry 
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about his volatile nature and what will happen when elbows 
are bumped and intent is misconstrued. 
The Special Education Teacher described the 
difference between a more self-contained approach to 
teaching in Grades 5 and 6 to the extra demands that are 
placed on the student in Grade 7 as follows. 
When they get to 7th grade and you are throwing 
in a lot of different variables, like changing 
classes, different teachers, dealing with a lot 
of different kids, there is a lot of movement. 
Some kids, a kid like Luke, will have difficulty 
making all of these adjustments. That is where 
all the problems seem to come from. It is not in 
the classroom when they are doing their work, but 
when you are going from class to class and who 
do you run in to and who do you trip and who 
calls you a name on the way and how do you react 
to that. So a lot of that is a spatial and social 
part of the whole process. It is much more 
difficult to control in the 7th and Sth grade and 
it is much more prevalent than it is in the 5th 
and 6th grade because they pretty much keep with 
the same kids whom you can educate about dealing 
with a child who has special needs Interview, 
11/1991). 
The principal raised similar concern as did the 
special education teacher regarding Luke's ability to cope 
with the variety of people and the changing structure. 
As he goes to other classes and he becomes 
strung out into more and different and 
larger numbers of people I don't think that 
will be helpful. I think a child like Luke 
needs more of a few people than little bits 
of a whole bunch of people (Interview, 11/1991). 
The Assistant Director worried about the adolescent 
stage of development and how that unstable time may effect 
Luke's existing social/emotional weaknesses. She worried 
that his living in an imaginative world so much of the 
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time might intensify once the pressures of adolescence 
began to emerge. She described his weakest skill as one 
being able to deal with transitions, so that movement 
between classes could be problematic. 
The disappointing factor in this discussion is the 
feeling that Luke's success in the mainstreaming will 
begin to become less and less effective. Given the skill 
and professionalism of this staff, however, it is safe to 
assume that alternative educational programming will be 
developed for Luke which will meet his needs. Perhaps he 
will move out of the mainstream for his adolescent years, 
develop coping skills and strategies, and then return to 
the mainstream of life as a young adult. Whatever his 
needs, it is clear from this study that the professionals 
who worked with Luke will provide a program for him which 
meets his needs by challenging him and encouraging him to 
grow without frustrating him in the process. 
The Future of Mainstreaming in the District 
The Superintendent saw no end to the ability to adapt 
to the mainstreaming needs of his handicapped students. 
He stresses that he will continue to meet the challenges 
that are set by Boston and Washington. He saw no end to 
his excitement for his work because he was energized by 
what he saw going on in the classrooms in his district. 
Without mainstreaming 
we would have missed so much. The handicapped 
child brings a diversity into all of our lives 
which makes us rich. I will continue to look at 
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what is right for these kids, offering programs 
and support staff where needed. The options need 
to be made available to these kids to allow 
them to test their talents (Interview, 10/1991). 
The findings of this study support the notion that 
this superintendent will continue to support the 
educational process as it is a function of meeting the 
individual needs of the student. Though financial 
concerns always loom in his mind, the Superintendent's 
priority was to provide the support staff and materials 
which were needed to attain success. No doubt, Mr. Wood 
will continue to strive to do what is best for the 
students and his staff, being more concerned with the 
support the system provides than he is with the bottom 
line of the cost factor. 
The Financial Implications 
Financial concerns were one of the group of issues 
raised. The Superintendent said that he was disheartened 
by the executive decisions which were made in Boston and 
Washington. The Director of Pupil Personnel Services said 
that "the funds are missing." The Assistant to the 
Director reminded us that we are required by law to create 
all of these programs to support children in the 
mainstream, yet we continue to receive financial cut-backs 
from both the federal and the state governments which 
hinder our ability to maintain our children in the 
The Regular Education Teacher stated that we mainstream. 
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should take care to vote people into office who were 
concerned about the educational system. 
The Director of Pupil Personnel Services saw that we 
had a need in education to look to our past, to identify 
what worked, and to restore what we had that had been 
lost. He then suggested that we build on our school 
program from that point. 
We had tradition, heritage, passing heritage 
from one generation to another. We had a 
certain relationship between the school and 
the community that existed at one time, with 
respect between students and teachers. Just 
laying more money and more sophisticated materials 
doesn't do it. I think that sharing between the 
community and the school is a basic fiber of our 
system (Interview, 11/1391). 
Fortunately for Luke, these financial constraints had 
not yet effected his programming. It's as if the effects 
of reduced state funding for education have not yet been 
experienced within this system. The Superintendent said 
that the decisions made in Boston and Washington do not 
discourage him because when he walked through the halls of 
the buildings in his district he was resurged with the 
positive energy which prevailed. Yet, with too many 
financial cut-backs the impact is bound to have an effect 
on Luke at some point in his educational career. For 
example, if Luke's need for increased support systems 
changes and finances are not available to enable such 
changes, the administration could easily have difficulty 
meetly costly needs with limited finances. 
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Implications for Teacher Training 
Many of the participants discussed the importance of 
training educators to work within a mainstreamed 
environment. The Special Educator was currently working 
on alternative techniques to the traditional pull-out 
program for the Resource Room with the regular educator 
who was open to such alternatives. 
I think we have to start at that level and 
make that work so that the other teachers can 
see that it does work and then maybe they will 
be willing to try (Interview, 12/1991). 
The Assistant Principal was concerned about the 
regular education teacher's skills for directing a 
mainstreamed environment, citing the regular education 
teacher's lack of knowledge versus their willingness to 
meet the child's needs. 
The regular education teacher is often times 
not provided the skills in terms of how to 
best accept and support a special needs student 
in a regular classroom setting. Their 
unwillingness really comes out of a lack of 
education, a lack of knowledge. A teacher who 
feels more well prepared is more willing to 
participate. It is when you don't feel prepared 
that you hesitate (interview, 12/1991). 
The Regular Education Teacher wanted to see teacher 
training programs educate their students to look at the 
emotional needs of the students. She believed that this 
approach would give upcoming teachers the awareness to 
understand and accept children for who they were, their 
strengths and weaknesses. 
209 
Staff working together can support one another in 
this process of mainstreaming. Unfortunately, the 
separation of regular and special education student 
teachers is represented at the college preparatory level. 
There, students studying regular education are separated 
from students in special education. Not only does this 
fail to facilitate collaborative efforts through 
role-modeling expectations, shared information is also not 
made available to these two groups of student educators. 
This research suggests the importance of working with the 
preservice teacher in building collaborative and 
cooperative efforts. It would seem to be much more 
productive and effective to have these preservice teachers 
work together on core curriculum courses which reflect 
both regular and special education interests, thus 
building a sameness between them and preparing them for 
collaborative efforts in the work place. 
The Assistant Principal said people need an 
opportunity to learn, apply a newly developed skill within 
a classroom setting, come back to peers and discuss what 
happened, adapt where necessary and go back out and 
practice the skill. She was currently working on a grant 
to support SANE (Supportive Adults Nonaggressive 
Education). She was working to provide her staff with 
techniques and opportunities to provide children with 
discipline which was nonviolent, nonaggressive, and not 
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personalized; with good listening skills; and with an 
\ 
ability to set good parameters. 
Way too often we have classroom teachers who 
exacerbate a situation because they personalize 
it, they make it Judgmental and they get into 
punishing instead of setting clear consequences 
(Interview, 11/1991). 
The Assistant Director had hopes for the future which 
dealt with this concept of awareness and acceptance as we 
look both within and outside of the school environment. 
I feel that the whole country and 
the whole world needs to be more tolerant 
of people with differences, differences of 
abilities, differences of skin color, of 
religion, of whatever (Interview, 12/1991). 
Luke was fortunate to work with staff who understood 
the complexities of his emotional needs. They were able 
to build an environment which met his needs, not 
frustrating him but challenging him to grow. 
Cone 1usion 
The mainstreaming process is clearly a complex issue. 
Complexities arise from the basic fact that the process 
revolves around individuals. Each person has his/her own 
perspective, agenda, attitudes, and philosophy. No two 
people are alike, yet we, as educators, are required to 
share same goals so to meet the individual learning needs 
of every child. The team is required to combine the 
complexities of individual personalities in order to 
provide quality educational programs. 
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The goal of education is to teach all children to be 
♦ 
able to communicate, develop knowledge, to use this 
knowledge, and to work col1aboratively. A classroom 
should be designed to promote children's knowledge through 
experiences and discovery, within the structure of a 
thematic/integrated curriculum. Educators must be able to 
meet the diverse needs of the student population. Regular 
and special educators must develop a shared interest of 
students. Attention needs to be given to what each child 
brings in which is similar to his/her peers and which is 
unique. Educators need to capitalize on the diversity, 
using the varying skills which students bring with them 
into the setting to accomplish educational goals. 
Meeting the diverse needs of the students in the 
classroom is a difficult and complex task. To support 
this process, there must be readiness at the 
organizational level. The staff and the climate must be 
accepting of the mainstreaming concept and the goals 
involved in meeting this process. The importance of 
educating all children together must be seen by the staff. 
The staff needs to value the academic knowledge 
development. They also need to appreciate the development 
of the affective domain, whereby children will learn about 
their similarities and learn to accept their differences. 
Not all teams work together as effectively as was 
found in this case study. Yet, this study provided us 
with an example of an effective mainstreaming program, 
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offering us the chance to view a functional process in our 
quest to work toward this goal. These findings provide 
important information for educational programming, the 
team process, staff development, and parent training. 
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APPENDIX B 
INITIAL PHONE CALL GUIDELINES 
Introduction of self. Will include: my name, 
address, role. 
Role will be defined as: - UMASS graduate student. 
- working on my 
dissert at ion. 
2. Reason for the phone call - to ask if you would be 
interested in 
participating in this 
study. 
- to continue further with 
specifics of the study if 
they are interested. 
- specifics would include: 
- that the study 
focuses on 
various peoples' 
perceptions of 
mainstreaming. 
- that the study 
will represent 
six populations. 
- that two interviews 
would be asked of 
each participant 
lasting approx. 
60 minutes (or 
30 minutes) each. 
- a description of 
the observation 
component. 
- set up a time to 
further discuss 
this possibility. 
APPENDIX C 
»» 
WRITTEN CONSENT FORM 
SUPERINTENDENT 
My name is Joyce B. Leary. I am a graduate student at the 
University of Massachusetts at Amherst, with an 
educational focus on special education administration. I 
am asking you to participate in a study which will provide 
the data for my dissertation. The title of the 
dissertation is "Understanding Mainstreaming through the 
Definitions of all Participants: A Case Study," and 
addresses the perceptions of all participants in the 
process of mainstreaming. I plan to speak with those 
involved in the education of one handicapped child. Other 
than yourself, these people will include the parents of 
the handicapped student, the handicapped student, one of 
the handicapped student's peers, the regular education 
teacher, the special education teacher, a guidance 
counselor, the Principal, the Assistant Principal, the 
Assistant Director of Pupil Personnel Services and the 
Director of Pupil Personnel Services. All information 
will be kept confidential. No specific identifying 
information will be shared in order to protect your 
anonymity. Your participation in this study is voluntary 
and you may withdraw from the interview at any time. 
The goal in better understanding the perceptions all 
people involved in the process have toward mainstreaming 
is to enable the process to be successful for the student. 
I believe that when I share this personalized view of 
mainstreaming, the global findings of the research will 
take on more meaning. This will provide us with a more 
indepth look at the process. 
The study will include two 60-minute interviews, which 
will be scheduled at your convenience. The possibility of 
the need for a third interview exists. The first 
interview will focus on your particular experiences as a 
superintendent involved in mainstreaming. The second will 
provide time for ideas you may have generated since the 
time of our first discussion as well as any future goals 
you may have for the process of mainstreaming. The 
interviews will be audio-taped and a written transcript 
will later be prepared. Much of this will be done by a 
typist other than myself. 
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The study will also include approximately eight hours of 
observation time both within the structure of the 
classroom setting, during IEP meetings, and during more 
relaxed periods of the school day. This, too, will be 
scheduled to suit the needs of your staff. 
In signing this form, you are providing me with your 
appr oval to use the interview/observation data for my 
dissertation. If I wish to use the material gathered from 
the interv1ew/observation for any other purpose (e.g., 
written publications or presentations) I would first 
obtain your written consent. You are also agreeing that 
you have viewed the signed parent consent form which 
approves of their inclusion in this study. Your signature 
also means that you are aware that participants other than 
yourslef are included in this study. 
have read the above statement and agree to participate as 
an interviewee under the conditions stated above. 
Signature of Participant 
Signature of the Interviewer 
Date 
217 
DIRECTOR OF PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES 
My name is Joyce B. Leary. I am a graduate student at the 
University of Massachusetts at Amherst, with an 
educational focus on special education administration. I 
am asking you to participate in a study which will provide 
the data for my dissertation. The title of the 
dissertation is "Understanding Mainstreaming through the 
Definitions of all Participants: A Case Study," and 
addresses the perceptions of all participants in the 
process of mainstreaming. I plan to speak with those 
involved in the education of one handicapped child. Other 
than yourself, these people will include the parents of 
the handicapped student, the handicapped student, one of 
the handicapped student's peers, the regular education 
teacher, the special education teacher, Principal, the 
Assistant Principal, the Guidance Counselor, the Assistant 
Director of Pupil Personnel Services, and the 
Superintendent. All information will be kept 
confidential. No specific identifying information will be 
shared in order to protect your anonymity. Your 
participation in this study is voluntary and you may 
withdraw from the interview at any time. 
The goal in better understanding the perceptions all 
people involved in the process have toward mainstreaming 
is to enable the process to be successful for the student. 
I believe that when I share this personalized view of 
mainstreaming, the global findings of the research will 
take on more meaning. This will provide us with a more 
indepth look at the process. 
The study will include two 60-minute interviews, which 
will be scheduled at your convenience. The possibility of 
the need for a third interview exists. The first 
interview will focus on your particular experiences as the 
director involved in mainstreaming. The second will 
provide time for ideas you may have generated since the 
time of our first discussion as well as any future goals 
you may have for the process of mainstreaming. The 
interviews will be audio-taped and a written transcript 
will later be prepared. Much of this will be done by a 
typist other than myself. 
218 
The study will also include approximately eight hours of 
observation time both within the structure of the 
classroom setting, during IEP meetings, and during more 
relaxed periods of the school day. This, too, will be 
scheduled to suit your needs. 
In signing this form, you are providing me with your 
approval to use the interview/observation data for my 
dissert at ion. If I wish to use the material gathered from 
the interview/observation for any other purpose Ce.g., 
written publications or presentations) I would first 
obtain your written consent. You are also agreeing that 
you have viewed the signed parent consent form which 
approves of their inclusion in this study. Your signature 
also means that you are aware that participants other than 
yourself are included in this study. 
I __ 
have read the above statement and agree to participate 
an interviewee under the conditions stated above. 
_F 
as 
Signature of Participant 
Signature of the Interviewer 
Date 
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ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICE'S 
My name is Joyce B. Leary. I am a graduate student at the 
University of Massachusetts at Amherst, with an 
educational focus on special education administration. I 
am asking you to participate in a study which will provide 
the data for my dissertation. The title of the 
dissertation is "Understanding Mainstreaming through the 
Definitions of all Participants: A Case Study," and 
addresses the perceptions of all participants in the 
process of mainstreaming. I plan to speak with those 
involved in the education of one handicapped child. Other 
than yourself, these people will include the parents of 
the handicapped student, the handicapped student, one of 
the handicapped student's peers, the regular education 
teacher, the special education teacher, the Principal, the 
Assistant Principal, the Guidance Counselor, the Director 
of Pupil Personnel Services, and the Superintendent. All 
information will be kept confidential. No specific 
identifying information will be shared in order to protect 
your anonymity. Your participation in this study is 
voluntary and you may withdraw from the interview at any 
t ime. 
The goal in better understanding the perceptions all 
people involved in the process have toward mainstreaming 
is to enable the process to be successful for the student. 
I believe that when I share this personalized view of 
mainstreaming, the global findings of the research will 
take on more meaning. This will provide us with a more 
indepth look at the process. 
The study will include two 60-minute interviews, which 
will be scheduled at your convenience. The possibility of 
the need for a third interview exists. The first 
interview will focus on your particular experiences as the 
assistant director involved in mainstreaming. The second 
will provide time for ideas you may have generated since 
the time of our first discussion as well as any future 
goals you may have for the process of mainstreaming. The 
interviews will be audio-taped and a written transcript 
will later be prepared. Much of this will be done by a 
typist other than myself. 
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The study will also include approximately eight hours of 
observation time both within the structure of the 
classroom setting, during IEP meetings, and during more 
relaxed periods of the school day. This, too, will be 
scheduled to suit your needs. 
In signing this form, you are providing me with your 
approval to use the 1nterv1ew/observation data for my 
dissertation. If I wish to use the material gathered from 
the interview/observation for any other purpose (e.g., 
written publications or present ations) I would first 
obtain your written consent. You are also agreeing that 
you have viewed the signed parent consent form which 
approves of their inclusion in this study. Your signature 
also means that you are aware that participants other than 
yourself are included in this study. 
I _ 
have read the above statement and agree to participate 
an interviewee under the conditions stated above. 
_r 
as 
Signature of Participant 
Signature of the Interviewer 
Date 
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PRINCIPAL 
My name is Joyce B. Leary. I am a graduate student at the 
University of Massachusetts at Amherst, with an 
educational focus on special education administration. I 
am asking you to participate in a study which will provide 
the data for my dissertation. The title of the 
dissertation is "Understanding Mainstreaming through the 
Definitions of all Participants: A Case Study," and 
addresses the perceptions of all participants in the 
process of mainstreaming. I plan to speak with those 
involved in the education of one handicapped child. Other 
than yourself, these people will include the parents of 
the handicapped student, the handicapped student, one of 
the handicapped student's peers, the regular education 
teacher, the special education teacher, the Director of 
Pupil Personnel Services, the Assistant Director, the 
Guidance Counselor, the Assistant Principal, and the 
Superintendent. All information will be kept 
confidential. No specific identifying information will be 
shared in order to protect your anonymity. Your 
participation in this study is voluntary and you may 
withdraw from the interview at any time. 
The goal in better understanding the perceptions all 
people involved in the process have toward mainstreaming 
is to enable the process to be successful for the student. 
I believe that when I share this personalized view of 
mainstreaming, the global findings of the research will 
take on more meaning. This will provide us with a more 
indepth look at the process. 
The study will include two 60-minute interviews, which 
will be scheduled at your convenience. The possibility of 
the need for a third interview exists. The first 
interview will focus on your particular experiences as a 
principal involved in mainstreaming. The second will 
provide time for ideas you may have generated since the 
time of our first discussion as well as any future goals 
you may have for the process of mainstreaming. The 
interviews will be audio-taped and a written transcript 
will later be prepared. Much of this will be done by a 
typist other than myself. 
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The study will also include approximately eight hours of 
observation time both within the structure of the 
classroom setting, during IEP meetings, and during more 
relaxed periods of the school day. This, too, will be 
scheduled to suit your needs. 
In signing this form, you are providing me with your 
approval to use the interview/observation data for my 
dissertation. If I wish to use the material gathered from 
the interview/observation for any other purpose (e.g., 
written publications or presentations) I would first 
obtain your written consent. You are also agreeing that 
you have viewed the signed parent consent form which 
approves of their inclusion in this study. Your signature 
also means that you are aware that participants other than 
yourslef are included in this study. 
have read the above statement and agree to participate as 
an interviewee under the conditions stated above. 
Signature of Participant 
Signature of the Interviewer 
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ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL 
My name is Joyce B. Leary. I am a graduate student at the 
University of Massachusetts at Amherst, with an 
educational focus on special education administration. I 
am asking you to participate in a study which will provide 
the data for my dissertation. The title of the 
dissertation is "Understanding Mainstreaming through the 
Definitions of all Participants: A Case Study," and 
addresses the perceptions of all participants in the 
process of mainstreaming. I plan to speak with those 
involved in the education of one handicapped child. Other 
than yourself, these people will include the parents of 
the handicapped student, the handicapped student, one of 
the handicapped student's peers, the regular education 
teacher, the special education teacher, the Guidance 
Counselor, the Director of Pupil Personnel Services, the 
Assistant Director, the Principal, and the Superintendent. 
All information will be kept confidential. No specific 
identifying information will be shared in order to protect 
your anonymity. Your participation in this study is 
voluntary and you may withdraw from the interview at any 
t ime. 
The goal in better understanding the perceptions all 
people involved in the process have toward mainstreaming 
is to enable the process to be successful for the student. 
I believe that when I share this personalized view of 
mainstreaming, the global findings of the research will 
take on more meaning. This will provide us with a more 
indepth look at the process. 
The study will include two 60-minute interviews, which 
will be scheduled at your convenience. The possibility of 
the need for a third interview exists. The first 
interview will focus on your particular experiences as an 
assistant principal involved in mainstreaming. The second 
will provide time for ideas you may have generated since 
the time of our first discussion as well as any future 
goals you may have for the process of mainstreaming. The 
interviews will be audio-taped and a written transcript 
will later be prepared. Much of this will be done by a 
typist other than myself. 
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The study will also include approximately eight hotirs of 
observation time both within the structure of the 
classroom setting, during IEP meetings, and during more 
relaxed periods of the school day. This, too, will be 
scheduled to suit your needs. 
In signing this form, you are providing me with your 
approval to use the interview/observation data for my 
dissertation. If I wish to use the material gathered from 
the interview/observation for any other purpose (e.g., 
written publications or presentations) I would first 
obtain your written consent. You are also agreeing that 
you have viewed the signed parent consent form which 
approves of their inclusion in this study. Your signature 
also means that you are aware that participants other than 
yourslef are included in this study. 
have read the above statement and agree to participate as 
an interviewee under the conditions stated above. 
Signature of Participant 
Signature of the Interviewer 
Date 
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REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHER 
My name is Joyce B. Leary. I am a graduate student at the 
University of Massachusetts at Amherst, with an 
educational focus on special education administration. I 
am asking you to participate in a study which will provide 
the data for my dissertation. The title of the 
dissertation is "Understanding Mainstreaming through the 
Definitions of all Participants: A Case Study," and 
addresses the perceptions of all participants in the 
process of mainstreaming. I plan to speak with those 
involved in the education of one handicapped child. Other 
than yourself, these people will include the parents of 
the handicapped student, the handicapped student, one of 
the handicapped student's peers, the special education 
teacher, the Principal, the Assistant Principal, the 
Guidance Counselor, the Director of Pupil Personnel 
Services, the Assistant Director of Pupil Personnel 
Services, and the Superintendent. All information will be 
kept confidential. No specific identifying information 
will be shared in order to protect your anonymity. Your 
participation in this study is voluntary and you may 
withdraw from the interview at any time. 
The goal in better understanding the perceptions all 
people involved in the process have toward mainstreaming 
is to enable the process to be successful for the student. 
I believe that when I share this personalized view of 
mainstreaming, the global findings of the research will 
take on more meaning. This will provide us with a more 
indepth look at the process. 
The study will include two 60-minute interviews, which 
will be scheduled at your convenience. The possibility of 
the need for a third interview exists. The first 
interview will focus on your particular experiences as a 
teacher involved in mainstreaming. The second will 
provide time for ideas you may have generated since the 
time of our first discussion as well as any future goals 
you may have for the process of mainstreaming. The 
interviews will be audio-taped and a written transcript 
will later be prepared. Much of this will be done by a 
typist other than myself. 
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The study will also include approximately eight hoiirs of 
observation time both within the structure of the 
classroom setting, during IEP meetings, and during more 
relaxed periods of the school day. This, too, will be 
scheduled to suit your needs. 
In signing this form, you are providing me with your 
approval to use the interview/observation data for my 
dissertation. If I wish to use the material gathered from 
the interview/observation for any other purpose Ce.g., 
written publications or presentations) I would first 
obtain your written consent. You are also agreeing that 
you have viewed the signed parent consent form which 
approves of their inclusion in this study. Your signature 
also means that you are aware that participants other than 
yourself are included in this study. 
have read the above statement and agree to participate as 
an interviewee under the conditions stated above. 
Signature of Participant 
Signature of the Interviewer 
Date 
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SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER 
My name is Joyce B. Leary. I am a graduate student at the 
University of Massachusetts at Amherst, with an 
educational focus on special education administration. I 
am asking you to participate in a study which will provide 
the data for my dissertation. The title of the 
dissertation is "Understanding Mainstreaming through the 
Definitions of all Participants: A Case Study," and 
addresses the perceptions of all participants in the 
process of mainstreaming. I plan to speak with those 
involved in the education of one handicapped child. Other 
than yourself, these people will include the parents of 
the handicapped student, the handicapped student, one of 
the handicapped student’s peers, the regular education 
teacher, the Principal, the Assistant Principal, the 
Guidance Counselor, the Director of Pupil Personnel 
Services, the Assistant Director of Pupil Personnel 
Services, and the Superintendent. All information will be 
kept confidential. No specific identifying information 
will be shared in order to protect your anonymity. Your 
participation in this study is voluntary and you may 
withdraw from the interview at any time. 
The goal in better understanding the perceptions all 
people involved in the process have toward mainstreaming 
is to enable the process to be successful for the student. 
I believe that when I share this personalized view of 
mainstreaming, the global findings of the research will 
take on more meaning. This will provide us with a more 
indepth look at the process. 
The study will include two 60-minute interviews, which 
will be scheduled at your convenience. The possibility of 
the need for a third interview exists. The first 
interview will focus on your particular experiences as a 
teacher involved in mainstreaming. The second will 
provide time for ideas you may have generated since the 
time of our first discussion as well as any future goals 
you may have for the process of mainstreaming. The 
interviews will be audio-taped and a written transcript 
will later be prepared. Much of this will be done by a 
typist other than myself. 
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The study will also include approximately eight hours of 
observation time both within the structure of the 
classroom setting, during IEP meetings, and during more 
relaxed periods of the school day. This, too, will be 
scheduled to suit your needs. 
In signing this form, you are providing me with your 
approval to use the interview/observation data for my 
dissertation. If I wish to use the material gathered from 
the interview/observation for any other purpose (e.g., 
written publications or presentations) I would first 
obtain your written consent. You are also agreeing that 
you have viewed the signed parent consent form which 
approves of their inclusion in this study. Your signature 
also means that you are aware that participants other than 
yourself are included in this study. 
I __ 
have read the above statement and agree to participate as 
an interviewee under the conditions stated above. 
Signature of Participant 
Signature of the Interviewer 
Date 
229 
GUIDANCE COUNSELOR 
My name is Joyce B. Leary. I am a graduate student at the 
University of Massachusetts at Amherst, with an 
educational focus on special education administration. I 
am asking you to participate in a study which will provide 
the data for my dissertation. The title of the 
dissertation is "Understanding Mainstreaming through the 
Definitions of all Participants: A Case Study," and 
addresses the perceptions of all participants in the 
process of mainstreaming. I plan to speak with those 
involved in the education of one handicapped child. Other 
than yourself, these people will include the parents of 
the handicapped student, the handicapped student., one of 
the handicapped student's peers, the regular education 
teacher, the special education teacher, the Principal, the 
Assistant Principal, the Director and the Assistant 
Director of Pupil Personnel Services, and the 
Superintendent. All information will be kept 
confidential. No specific identifying information will be 
shared in order to protect your anonymity. Your 
participation in this study is voluntary and you may 
withdraw from the interview at any time. 
The goal in better understanding the perceptions all 
people involved in the process have toward mainstreaming 
is to enable the process to be successful for the student. 
I believe that when I share this personalized view of 
mainstreaming, the global findings of the research will 
take on more meaning. This will provide us with a more 
indepth look at the process. 
The study will include two 60-minute interviews, which 
will be scheduled at your convenience. The possibility of 
the need for a third interview exists. The first 
interview will focus on your particular experiences as a 
guidance counselor involved in mainstreaming. The second 
will provide time for ideas you may have generated since 
the time of our first discussion as well as any future 
goals you may have for the process of mainstreaming. The 
interviews will be audio-taped and a written transcript 
will later be prepared. Much of this will be done by a 
typist other than myself. 
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The study will also include approx imatel y eight houlrs of 
observation time both within the structure of the 
classroom setting, during IEP meetings, and during more 
relaxed periods of the school day. This, too, will be 
scheduled to suit your needs. 
In signing this form, you are providing me with your 
approval to use the interview/observation data for my 
dissertation. If I wish to use the material gathered from 
the interview/observation for any other purpose (e.g., 
written publications or presentations) I would first 
obtain your written consent. You are also agreeing that 
you have viewed the signed parent consent form which 
approves of their inclusion in this study. Your signature 
also means that you are aware that participants other than 
yourself are included in this study. 
have read the above statement and agree to participate as 
an interviewee under the conditions stated above. 
Signature of Participant 
Signature of the Interviewer 
Date 
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PARENT OF THE PEER 
My name is Joyce B. Leary. I am a graduate student at the 
University of Massachusetts at Amherst, with an 
educational focus on special education administration. I 
am asking you to participate in a study which will provide 
the data for my dissertation. The title of the 
dissertation is "Understanding Mainstreaming through the 
Definitions of all Participants: A Case Study," and 
addresses the perceptions of all participants in the 
process of mainstreaming. I plan to speak with those 
involved in the education of one handicapped child. Other 
than your child, these people will include the parents of 
a handicapped child, a handicapped child, a regular 
education teacher, a special education teacher, the 
Guidance Counselor, the Principal, the Assistant 
Principal, the Superintendent, and the Director and 
Assistant Director of Pupil Personnel Services. All 
information will be kept confidential. No specific 
identifying information will be shared in order to protect 
your anonymity. 
The goal in better understanding the perceptions all 
people involved in the process have toward mainstreaming 
is to enable the process to be successful for the student. 
I believe that when I share this personalized view of 
mainstreaming, the documented findings of the research 
will take on more meaning. This will provide us with a 
more indepth look at the process. 
I am asking you to permit your child to participate in 
two, 20-minute interviews, which will be scheduled at your 
convenience. A third interview may become necessary. The 
first interview will focus on your child's particular 
experiences as a student in the mainstreamed setting. The 
second will provide time for ideas your child may have 
generated from the first visit as well as any other ideas 
he/she may have. Your child's participation is voluntary 
and he/she may withdraw from the interview process at any 
time. The interviews will be audio-taped and a written 
transcript will later be prepared. Much of this will be 
done by a typist other than myself. 
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The interviews with the adults will be conducted in much 
the same way, with the exception that the interviews will 
last for approximately one hour. The adults will also be 
involved with a minimum of two and a maximum of three 
interviews. 
Classroom observations will also take place. During this 
time I will watch and take notes on the interactions 
which occur within the setting. 
In signing this form, you are providing me with your 
approval to use the interview/observation data for my 
dissertation. If I wish to use the material gathered from 
the interview/observation for any other purpose (e.g., 
written publications, or presentations) I would first 
obtain your written consent. If any additional people 
need to be contacted other than those mentioned, your 
permission will first be obtained. You may also access a 
copy of the questions which will be asked of your child. 
Your signature also means that you are aware that other 
participants are included in this study. 
I _____ 
allow my child 
condit ions 
stated above. 
have read the above statement and agree to 
to participate as an interviewee under the 
Signature of the Parent 
Signature of the Interviewer 
Date 
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PARENT OF THE HANDICAPPED CHILD AND THE HANDICAPPED CHILD 
My name is Joyce B. Leary. I am a graduate student at the 
University of Massachusetts at Amherst, with an 
educational focus on special education administration. I 
am asking you to participate in a study which will provide 
the data for my dissertation. The title of the 
dissertation is "Understanding Mainstreaming through the 
Definitions of all Participants: A Case Study," and 
addresses the perceptions of all participants in the 
process of mainstreaming. I plan to speak with those 
involved in the education of your child. Other than you 
and your child, these people will include 
_( a peer), 
(the regular education 
teacher), _(th  special 
education teacher), 
(the building principal), 
(the Assistant Principal), 
(the Guidance Counselor), 
(the Director of Pupil Personnel Services), 
_(the Assistant Director), 
and 
(the Superintendent). All information will be kept 
confidential. No specific identifying information will be 
shared in order to protect your anonymity. 
The goal in better understanding the perceptions all 
people involved in the process have toward mainstreaming 
is to enable the process to be successful for the student. 
I believe that when I share this personalized view of 
mainstreaming, the documented findings of the research 
will take on more meaning. This will provide us with a 
more indepth look at the process. 
I am asking you to permit your child to participate in 
two, 20-minute interviews, which will be scheduled at your 
convenience. A third interview may become necessary. The 
first interview will focus on your child's particular 
experiences as a student in the mainstreamed setting. The 
second will provide time for ideas your child may have 
generated from the first visit as well as any other ideas 
he/she may have. Your child's participation is voluntary 
and he/she may withdraw from the interview process at any 
time. The interviews will be audio-taped and a written 
transcript will later be prepared. Much of this will be 
done by a typist other than myself. 
234 
I am also asking you to be involved in this study. The 
interviews with yourself and the other adults will 'be 
conducted in much the same way, with the exception that 
the interviews will last for approximately one hour. The 
adults will also be involved with a minimum of two and a 
maximum of three interviews. 
Classroom observations will also take place. During this 
time I will watch and take notes on the interactions 
which occur within the setting. I am also interested in 
observing non-academic child time, e.g., the playground; 
and scheduled meetings, e.g., parent/teacher meetings or 
IEP meetings. These, too, will be scheduled with your 
approval. 
In signing this form, you are providing me with your 
approval to use the interview/observation data for my 
dissertation. If I wish to use the material gathered from 
the interview/observation for any other purpose (e.g., 
written publications, or presentations) I would first 
obtain your written consent. If any additional people 
need to be contacted other than those mentioned, your 
permission will first be obtained. You may also access a 
copy of the questions which will be asked of your child 
and those which will be asked of other personnel about 
your child. Your signature also means that you are aware 
that other participants are included in this study. 
I _____ 
have read the above statement and agree to allow myself 
and my child to participate as interviewees under the 
conditions stated above. 
Signature of the Parent(s) 
Signature of the Interviewer 
Date 
APPENDIX D 
INTERVIEW QUESTION GUIDELINES 
The interview will begin with questions relating to 
background information about geographical roots and 
education. This will enable the researcher to begin to 
learn about the person who is being interviewed and to 
develop a basis for a trusting interview relationship. 
These questions will be followed by inquiry into the 
description of the school, classroom, peers, teachers, 
etc. This will give us a rich description of the 
environment in which all personnel work. 
The final section of questions will look to better 
understand the interviewees definitions of mainstreaming 
and the many complex parts of this process. To begin, a 
general focus on how participants define mainstreaming an 
how they view the roles of the various participants will 
provide us with a global framework. More specific 
questions will follow, addressing the individual's 
perceptions toward the strengths and/or weaknesses of the 
mainstreaming program and toward suggestions for 
improvement. The interview will then look to better 
understand the interviewee's opinions of some of the more 
specific components of this process, asking the 
interviewee about the academic, social, and physical 
contexts of mainstreaming. 
INTERVIEW QUESTION GUIDELINES FOR: 
REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHER 
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Part 1; 
1985). 
Background Information (Chorost, 1987; Knoff, 
Can you tell me about your upbringing, like, 
where you were born? 
Where did you go the school for your K-12 
years? 
How about your undergraduate and perhaps 
graduate years. Where did you go to 
school? What degrees and certificates do 
you hold? 
Tell me about the communities in which you have 
1ived. 
Have you had any travel experiences which have 
been especially meaningful to you? 
How many years have you been in the field of 
educ atlon? 
Is there a special experience in your life which 
your would like to share with me? Maybe one 
which strengthened or changed a value in some 
way. (Note sex; race; ethnicity.) 
Description of the School Culture (Douglas, 
1985; Seidman, Sullivan & Schatzkamer, 1983). 
Can you tell me about the school that Luke 
attends? 
How many grades are represented? 
How about the make-up of the teachers 
Regular vs. Special Education? 
Teaching styles which exist? etc.? 
How can you describe the tone and the classroom 
environments, e.g., traditional, whole 
language, or experimental? 
What characteristic's does Luke's room manifest? 
What approach do the regular and special 
educators use when working with Luke, e.g., 
whole language, drill, concrete manipulative 
support, experiential, other? 
Can you describe Luke's classroom with regard to 
sexes, age range, regular and special 
populations, educational needs? 
How is Luke's classroom similar or different to 
other classrooms in the building? 
Are there any characteristics of the classroom 
which are specifically interesting or relevant 
to this interview? 
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Part 2: 
Maest as , 
Part 3: 
Maest as, 
Description of a Handicap (Cohen, 1982; Idol- 
1983) . 
When you hear the word "handicap," what comes to 
mind? 
How would you describe a handicap? 
Can you describe your experiences with the 
various types of handicapping conditions with 
which you have had contact (e.g., familial, 
work, societal, etc.)? 
Description of Mainstreaming (Cohen, 1982; Idol- 
1983) . 
When you think of the word "mainstreaming," what 
comes to mind? 
How would you define mainstreaming? 
How do you see malnstrearnlng being carried out in 
our society7 in this district? 
Can you describe how mainstreaming is carried out 
for this student? Please give specific 
examp1es. 
Do you see Luke as a happy child throughout the 
day or at specific parts of the day, e.g., work 
time, recess, etc.? 
Is he frustrated at times? 
What does he like about him class placement? 
What does he dislike about him class placement7 
What is easy for him within him mainstreamed 
set ting? 
What is difficult for him within this setting? 
What do you think might help him more? 
What are the important components within this 
mainstreaming experience which make it 
successful? 
Where would you like to see improvements? 
What strengths do you see in the process? 
What weaknesses do you see in the process? 
What factors have influenced the development of 
your definition of mainstreaming? 
What are your feelings about having a handicapped 
student in the regular education classroom? 
What is your role in this process? 
How would you describe the role of 
administrator in this process? 
How would you describe the role of 
educator in this process? 
How would you describe the role of 
this process? 
How would you describe the role of 
handicapped student in this process 
the 
the special 
the parent in 
the 
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How would you describe the role of the peer in 
this process? 
What is your opinion about mainstreaming? 
What changes would you like to see happen in the 
system? 
Do you think it is possible for change to occur? 
Do you think change is possible for yourself° 
Do you think change is possible for others? 
Has you definition of mainstreaming been changed, 
modified, or refined over the years? 
Part 4; Description of Mainstreaming within an Academic 
Context (Hallahan et al., 1978; Johnson et al., 1905). 
Can you tell me about your educational 
ph 11 osophy7 
How does mainstreaming fit into this philosophy7 
What is your opinion about mainstreaming for 
academic reasons? 
Do you think Luke fits in academically? Why7 
Do you think this is a valuable learning 
experience for him? Why? 
What might be some of the specific gains for 
everyone involved in this process? 
Part 5: Description of Mainstreamina within a Social 
Context (Erickson, 1985; Siperstein et al., 1985). 
What is your opinion of mainstreaming for social 
reasons? 
What are some of the important components of 
social integration? 
Do you think Luke fits in socially? Why7 
Do you think this is a valuable learning 
experience for him? Why? 
Part 6: Description of Mainstreamina within an 
Environmental Context (Johnson et al., 1985; Siperstein et 
al., 1985). 
Do you see Luke as a part of the group? 
With whom does he work? 
With whom does he eat lunch? 
With whom does he play at recess? 
With whom does he interact with at free time? 
Do you see Luke as a person who is an integral 
group member? 
INTERVIEW QUESTION GUIDELINES FOR: 
SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER 
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Part 1: 
1985). 
Background Information (Chorost, 1987; Knoff, 
Can you tell me about your upbringing, like, 
where you were born? 
Where did you go the school for your K-12 years? 
How about your undergraduate and perhaps graduate 
years. Where did you go to school? What 
degrees and certificates do you hold? 
Tell me about the communities in which you have 
1ived. 
Have you had any travel experiences which have 
been especially meaningful to you? 
How many years have you been in the field of 
educat ion? 
Is there a special experience in your life which 
you would like to share with me? Maybe one 
which strengthened or changed a value in some 
way. (Note sex; race; ethnicity.) 
Description of the School Culture (Douglas, 
1985; Seidman, Sullivan & Schatzkamer, 1983). 
Can you tell me about the school that Luke 
attends? 
How many grades are represented? 
How about the make-up of the teachers 
Regular vs. Special Education? 
Teaching styles which exist? etc.? 
How can you describe the tone and the classroom 
environments, e.g., traditional, whole 
language, or experimental? 
What characteristic's does Luke's room manifest? 
What approach do the regular and special 
educators use when working with Luke, e.g., 
whole language, drill, concrete manipulative 
support, experiential, other? 
Can you describe Luke's classroom with regard to 
sexes, age range, regular and special 
populations, educational needs? 
How is Luke's classroom similar or different to 
other classrooms in the building? 
Are there any characteristics of the classroom 
which are specifically interesting or relevant 
to this interview? 
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Part 2: Description of a Handicap (Cohen, 1902; Idol- 
Maest as , 1903). 
When you hear the word "handicap," what comes to 
mind? 
How would you describe a handicap? 
Can you describe your experiences with the 
various types of handicapping conditions with 
which you have had contact Ce.g., familial, 
work, societal, etc.)? 
Part 3: Description of Mainstreaming (Cohen, 1902; 
Idol-Maestas, 1903). 
When you think of the word "mainstreaming," what 
comes to mind? 
How would you define mainstreaming? 
How do you see mainstreaming being carried out in 
our society*9 in this district? 
Can you describe how mainstreaming is carried out 
for this student? Please give specific 
examp 1es. 
Do you see Luke as a happy child throughout the 
day or at specific parts of the day, e.g., work 
time, recess, etc.? 
Is he frustrated at times? 
What does he like about him class placement9 
What does he dislike about him class placement? 
What is easy for him within this mainstreamed 
setting? 
What is difficult for him within this setting? 
What do you think might help him more? 
What are the important components within this 
mainstreaming experience which make it 
successful? 
Where would you like to see improvements? 
What strengths do you see in the process'9 
What weaknesses do you see in the process'9 
What factors have influenced the development of 
your definition of mainstreaming? 
What are your feelings about having a handicapped 
student in the regular education classroom? 
What is your role in this process? 
How would you describe the role of the 
administrator in this process? 
How would you describe the role of 
educator in this process? 
How would you describe the role of 
this process? 
How would you describe the role of 
the regular 
the parent in 
the 
handicapped student in this process 
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How would you describe the role of the peer in 
this process? 
What is your opinion about mainstreaming? 
What changes would you like to see happen in the 
syst em? 
Do you think it is possible for change to occur? 
Do you think change is possible for yourself'’ 
Do you think change is possible for others? 
Has you definition of mainstreaming been changed, 
modified, or refined over the years? 
Part 4: Description of Mainstreaming within an Academic 
Context (Hallahan et al., 1978; Johnson et al., 1985). 
Can you tell me about your educational 
phi1osophy? 
How does mainstreaming fit into this philosophy7 
What is your opinion about mainstreaming for 
academic reasons? 
Do you think Luke fits in academical1y? Why? 
Do you think this is a valuable learning 
experience for him? Why? 
What might be some of the specific gains for 
everyone involved in this process? 
Part 5: Description of Mainstreaming within a Social 
Context (Erickson, 1985; Siperstein et al., 1985). 
What is your opinion of mainstrearnlng for social 
reasons? 
What are some of the important components of 
social integration? 
Do you think Luke fits in socially? Why? 
Do you think this is a valuable learning 
experience for him? Why? 
Part 6: Description of Mainstreaming within an 
Environmental Context (Johnson et al., 1985; Siperstein et 
al ., 1985). 
Do you see Luke as a part of the group? 
With whom does he work? 
With whom does he eat lunch? 
With whom does he play at recess? 
With whom does he interact with at free time? 
Do you see Luke as a person who is an integral 
group member? 
INTERVIEW QUESTION GUIDELINES FOR: 
ADMINISTRATORS 
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Part Is 
1905). 
Background Information (Chorost, 1987; Knoff, 
Can you tell me about your upbringing, like, 
where you were born9 
Where did you go the school for your K-12 years? 
How about your undergraduate and perhaps graduate 
years. Where did you go to school? What 
degrees and certificates do you hold? 
Tell me about the communities in which you have 
1 i ved. 
Have you had any travel experiences which have 
been especially meaningful to you? 
How many years have you been in the field of 
educat ion? 
Is there a special experience in your life which 
you would like to share with me? Maybe one 
which strengthened or changed a value in some 
way. (Note sex; race; ethnicity.) 
Description of the School Culture (Douglas, 
1985; Seidman, Sullivan & Schatzkamer, 1983). 
Can you tell me about the school that Luke 
at t ends? 
How many grades are represented? 
How about the make-up of the teachers 
Regular vs. Special Education? 
Teaching styles which exist? etc.? 
How can you describe the tone and the classroom 
environments, e.g., traditional, whole 
language, or experimental? 
How would you describe Luke's classroom7 
What approach do the regular and special 
educators use when working with Luke, e.g., 
whole language, drill, concrete manipulative 
support, experiential, other? 
Can you describe Luke's classroom with regard to 
sexes, age range, regular and special 
populations, educational needs? 
How is Luke's classroom similar or different to 
other classrooms in the building? 
Are there any characteristics of the classroom 
which are specifically interesting or relevant 
to this interview? 
Part 2: Description of a Handicap (Cohen, 1982; 
Idol-Maestas, 1983). 
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Part 
Idol 
\ 
When you hear the word "handicap," what comes to 
mind? 
How would you describe a handicap? 
Can you describe your experiences with the 
various types of handicapping conditions with 
which you have had contact (e.g., familial, 
work, societal, etc.)? 
3: Description of Mainstreaming (Cohen, 1982; 
■Maestas, 1983) . 
When you think of the word "mainstreaming," what 
comes to mind? 
How would you define mainstreaming? 
How do you see mainstreaming being carried out in 
our society? in this district? 
Can you describe how mainstreaming is carried out 
for this student? Please give specific 
examp 1es. 
Do you see Luke as a happy child throughout the 
day or at specific parts of the day, e.g., work 
time, recess, etc.? 
Is he frustrated at times? 
What does he like about him class placement? 
What does he dislike about him class placement? 
What is easy for him within the mainstreamed 
setting? 
What is difficult for him in this setting? 
What do you think might help him more? 
What are the important components within this 
mainstreaming experience which make it 
successful? 
Where would you like to see improvements? 
What strengths do you see in the process? 
What weaknesses do you see in the process? 
What factors have influenced the development of 
your definition of mainstreaming? 
What are your feelings about having a handicapped 
student in the regular education classroom? 
What is your role in this process? 
How would you 
educator in 
How would you 
educator in 
How would you 
describe the role of the special 
this process? 
describe the role of the regular 
this process? 
describe the role of the parent in 
this process? 
How would you describe the role of the 
handicapped student in this process 
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How would you describe the role of the peer in 
this process? 
What is your opinion about mainstreaming? 
What changes would you like to see happen in the 
syst em? 
Do you think it is possible for change to occur? 
Do you think change is possible for yourself0 
Do you think change is possible for others? 
Has you definition of mainstreaming been changed, 
modified, or refined over the years? 
Part 4; Description of Mainstreaming within an Academic 
Context (Hallahan et al., 1978; Johnson et al., 1985). 
Can you tell me about your educational 
phi1osophy? 
How does mainstreaming fit into this philosophy? 
What is your opinion about mainstreaming for 
academic reasons? 
Do you think Luke fits in academically7 Why° 
Do you think this is a valuable learning 
experience for him? Why? 
What might be some of the specific gains for 
everyone involved in this process? 
Part 5: Description of Mainstreaming within a Social 
Context (Erickson, 1985; Siperstein et al., 1985). 
What is your opinion of mainstreaming for social 
reasons? 
What are some of the important components of 
social integration? 
Do you think Luke fits in socially? Why? 
Do you think this is a valuable learning 
experience for him? Why? 
Part 6; Description of Mainstreaming within an 
Environmental Context (Johnson et al . , 1985; Siperstein et 
al., 1985). 
Do you see Luke as a part of the group? 
With whom does he work? 
With whom does he eat lunch? 
With whom does he play at recess? 
With whom does he interact with at free time? 
Do you see Luke as a person who is an integral 
group member? 
INTERVIEW QUESTION GUIDELINES FOR: 
THE PARENTS 
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Part I: Background Information (Chorost, 1987; Knoff, 
1985). 
Can you tell me about your upbringing, like, 
where you were born? 
What was your educational upbringing like? 
Do you work out of the home? If so, can you 
describe your role for me? 
Tell me about the communities in which you have 
1ived. 
Have you had any particularly special travel 
exper1enc es? 
Is there a special experience in your life which 
you would like to share with me? Maybe one 
which strengthened or changed a value in some 
way. (Note: race, ethnicity, sex.) 
Description of the School Culture (Douglas, 
1985; Seidman, Sullivan & Schatzkamer, 1983). 
Can you tell me about the school that Luke 
attends? 
How many grades are in that school? 
Can you tell me about the make-up of the 
teachers: Regular vs. Special Education. 
App roaches toward teaching, etc. 
Can you describe the classroom environments, 
e.g., traditional, whole language, or 
experiment al? 
How would you describe Luke's classroom? 
What approach do the regular and special 
educators use when working with Luke, e.g., 
whole language, drill, concrete manipulative 
support, experiential, other? 
Can you describe Luke's classroom with regard to 
sexes, age range, regular and special 
populations, educational needs? 
How is Luke's classroom similar to or different 
from other classrooms in the building? 
Are there any characteristics of the classroom 
which are specifically interesting or relevant 
to this interview? 
Part 2: Description of a Handicap (Cohen, 1982; 
Idol-Maestas, 1983). 
When you hear the word "handicap", what comes to 
mind? 
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How would you describe a handicap? 
Can you describe your experiences with the 
various types of handicapping conditions with 
which you have had contact (e.g., familial, 
work, societal, etc.)? 
Part 3: Description of Mainstreaming (Cohen, 19B2; 
Idol-Maestas, 1983). 
the 
means 
to do 
out i n 
When you hear the word "mainstreaming," what 
comes to mind? 
(If there is no response to this question, 
following will be provided: Mainstreaming 
that everyone is working together, trying 
their work to the best of their ability.) 
How would you define mainstreaming? 
How do you see mainstreaming being carried 
our society? in this district? 
Can you describe how malnstrearnlng is carried out 
for your child? Please give specific examples. 
Do you see Luke as a happy child within the 
school day or at specific parts of the day, 
e.g., work time, recess, etc.? 
Is he frustrated at times? 
What does he like about him class placement? 
What does he dislike about him class placement? 
What is easy for him in the mainstreamed setting7 
What is difficult for him in that setting? 
What do you think might help him more? 
What are the important components within this 
mainstreaming experience which make it 
successful? 
Where would you like to see improvements? 
What strengths do you see in the process7 
What weaknesses do you see in the process? 
What factors do you think may have influenced 
development of your definition of 
mainstreaming? 
What feelings do you have about the placement 
the 
o f 
in the regular education a handicapped student 
c1assroom? 
What is your role in this process? 
How would you describe the role of 
administrator in this process? 
How would you describe the role of 
this process? 
describe the role of 
this process? 
describe the role of 
this process? 
How would you describe the role of 
this process? 
What is your opinion about mainstreaming? 
educator in 
How would you 
educator in 
How would you 
the 
the regular 
the special 
your child in 
the peer in 
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What changes would you like to see happen in the 
system? 
Do you think it is possible for change to occur? 
Do you think change is possible for yourself? 
Do you think change is possible for others? 
Has your definition of mainstreaming been 
changed, modified, or refined over the years? 
Part 4; Description of Mainstreaming within an Academic 
Context (Hallahan et al., 1978; Johnson et al., 1985). 
Can you tell me about your educational 
phi1osophy? 
How does mainstreaming fit into this philosophy? 
What is your opinion about mainstreaming for 
academic reasons? 
Do you think Luke fits in academical 1y? Why? 
Do you think this is a valuable learning 
experience for him? Why? 
What might be some specific gains for everyone 
involved in this process? 
Part 5: Description of Mainstreaming within a Social 
Context (Erickson, 1985; Siperstein et al., 1985). 
What is your opinion of mainstreaming for social 
reasons? 
What are some of the important components of 
social integration? 
Do you think Luke fits in socially? Why? 
Do you think this is a valuable learning 
experience for him? Why? 
Part 6: Description of Mainstreaming within an 
Environmental Context (Johnson et al., 1985; Siperstein et 
al., 1985). 
Do you see Luke as a part of the group? 
With whom does he work? 
With whom does he eat lunch? 
With whom does he play at recess? 
With whom does he interact with at free time7 
With whom does he play with at home? 
Do you see Luke as a person who is an integral 
group member? 
INTERVIEW QUESTION GUIDELINES FOR: 
THE PEER 
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Part 1: Background Information (Budoff et al., 1978; 
Rapier et al.f 1978) 
Where were you born? 
When is your birthday? 
Have you always gone to this school? 
If no, where else have you gone to school? 
Tell me about your family. Do you have brothers? 
sisters? any animals? 
What are some of your favorite things to do? 
Do you have any special friends? 
Document age, sex, gender, race and ethnicity. 
Description of the School Culture (Siperstein et 
al., 1982, 1985; Johnson et al., 1985). 
Tell me about your classroom. 
What can you tell me about your classroom 
teacher? Why? 
What can you tell me about your art, music, 
P.E, teacher? Why? 
What can you tell me about your school? Are you 
happy there? What makes you fell 
comfortable? uncomfortable? 
What makes someone happy while they are in 
school? What makes someone unhappy? Any 
reasons why? 
Do you think that some students have an easier 
time doing their school work than others7 Why7 
Who are some of your friends in school? 
Can you describe what you do in your classroom? 
Can you describe what friend X does? What Luke 
does? 
What is important for you to feel that you have 
had a successful day? for friend X? for Luke? 
Please give examples. 
Is there anything special you would like to tell 
me about your classroom? Something that you 
like or dislike? 
Part 2: Description of a Handicap (Cohen, 1982; 
Idol-Masestas, 1983). 
When you think of the work "handicap,” what do 
you think of? 
Are there any people in your family who are 
handicapped? 
Are there any people in your community who are 
handic apped? 
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Are there any people in your school who are 
hand 1c apped? 
In your classroom? 
Part 3: Description of Mainstreaming (Cohen, 1982; 
Idol-Maestas, 1983). 
When you think of the word "mainstreaming, what 
comes to mind? 
(If there is no response to this question, the 
following will be provided: Mainstreaming means 
that everyone is working together, trying to do 
their work to the best of their ability.) 
What do you like about mainstreaming? 
What do you dislike? 
How do you feel about having a handicapped 
student in your classroom? 
How does the teacher help Luke? 
How does he help you? 
How do you see yourself in relation to Luke? 
Do you help Luke? 
How about the other students in the class. How 
do they interact with Luke? 
Part 4; Description of Mainstreaming within an Academic 
Context (Hallahan et al., 1978; Johnson et al., 1985). 
Do you think Luke does alright with him work? 
Does he need extra help? 
Do other students need extra help? 
Do you help Luke? 
Do others help Luke? 
Part 5: Description of Mainstreaming within a Social 
Context (Erickson, 1985; Siperstein et al., 1985). 
Can you name your friends again for me? Can you 
tell me about them? 
Does Luke have friends at recess? Who are they7 
Who does Luke sit with at lunch? 
Do you think Luke is happy? 
Part 6; Description of Mainstreaming within an 
Environmental Context (Johnson et al., 1985; Siperstein et 
al., 1985). 
Are some things easier for Luke than others? 
Are some things easier for you? 
Is there anything we could do for you at school 
that could help either you or Luke? 
INTERVIEW QUESTION GUIDELINES FOR: 
THE HANDICAPPED STUDENT 
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Part 1: Background Information CBudoff et al., 1978; 
Rapier et al., 1978). 
Where were you born? 
When is your birthday? 
Have you always gone to this school? 
If no, where else have you gone to school? 
Tell me about your family. Do you have brothers'7 
sisters? any animals? 
What are some of your favorite things to do? 
Do you have any special friends? 
Document age, sex, gender, race and ethnicity. 
Description of the School Culture (Siperstein et 
al., 1982, 1985; Johnson et al., 1985). 
Tell me about your classroom. 
What can you tell me about your classroom 
teacher? Why? 
What can you tell me about your art, music, 
P.E. teacher? Why? 
What can you tell me about your school? Are you 
happy there? What makes you feel 
comfortable? uncomfortable? 
What makes someone happy while they are in 
school? What makes someone unhappy? Do you 
have any ideas why? 
Do you think that some students have an easier 
time doing their school work than others? Why? 
Who are some of your friends in school? 
Can you describe what you do in your classroom? 
How about some of your friends, what do they do? 
What is important for you to feel that you have 
had a successful day? for friend X? Please 
give examples. 
Is there anything special you would like to tell 
me about your classroom? Something that you 
like or dislike? 
Tell me about your school day (tell me about the 
bus, what happens when you arrive at school in 
the morning, how your work is, what happens on 
the playground, how is lunch, what happens 
during any free time during the day?) 
Do you like your class? Why? 
What do you like about school? Why? 
What do you dislike? Why? 
If you could change anything in your school day, 
what would you choose to change and why? 
Part 2: Description of a Handicap (Cohen, 1982; 
Idol-Maestas, 1983). 
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How would you define the word "handicapped?" 
Do you know any one in the community who is 
handic apped? 
Part 3; Description of Mainstreaming (Cohen, 1982; 
Idol-Maestas, 1983). 
When you hear the word "mainstreaming," what do 
you think of? 
What do you like about mainstreaming? 
What do you dislike? 
How does the teacher help other children in your 
room? 
How does the teacher help you? 
Do you help other students in the classroom? How? 
Do other children in the classroom help you? How7 
Part 4; Description of Mainstreaming within an Academic 
Context (Hallahan et al., 1978; Johnson et al., 1985). 
Who do you work with at school? at home? 
Do you think that some students have an easier 
time doing their school work than others? Why? 
Do you think you do alright with your work? 
Do you need extra help? 
Do other students need extra help? 
Do you help other students? 
Do others help you? 
Do you think it is important for you to be in 
your classroom? 
Part 5: Description of Mainstreaming within a Social 
Context (Erickson, 1985; Siperstein et al., 1985). 
Who do you play with at school? at home? 
Do you think that some students are happy in 
school and others are unhappy? Why? 
Are you happy with your classmates? Why7 
Do you have friends? Who are they? 
Who do you play with at recess? 
Who do you sit with at lunch? 
Are you happy in school? 
Part 6; Description of Mainstreaming within an 
Environmental Context (Johnson et al., 1985; Siperstein et 
al., 1985). 
Are some things easier for you than others? 
Are some things easier for some of your peers? 
What do you think might help you? 
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